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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Tuesday, May 5, 1992 
The House met at 12 noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. James David 

Ford, D.D., offered the following pray
er: 

We offer our thanks and praise for 
the blessings of life and love. May Your 
spirit, gracious God, that sustains and 
nurtures, that corrects and forgives 
and heals, that provides direction and 
indicates the goals of life, that encour
ages reconciliation and peace, be with 
us and remain with us now and ever
more. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam

ined the Journal of the last day's pro
ceedings and announces to the House 
his approval thereof. 

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour
nal stands approved. 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 
The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman 

from New Mexico [Mr. RICHARDSON] 
please come forward and lead the 
House in the Pledge of Allegiance. 

Mr. RICHARDSON led the Pledge of 
Allegiance as follows: 

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the 
United States of America, and to the Repub
lic for which it stands, one nation under God, 
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate by Mr. 

Hallen, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate had passed without 
amendment a bill of the House of the 
following title: 

H.R. 4184. An act to designate the Depart
ment of Veterans Affairs Medical Center lo
cated in Northampton, Massachusetts, as the 
"Edward P. Boland Department of Veterans 
Affairs Medical Center". 

The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed with amendments in 
which the concurrence of the House is 
requested, a bill of the House of the fol
lowing title: 

H.R. 3033. An act to amend the Job Train
ing Partnership Act to improve the delivery 
of services to hard-to-serve youth and adults, 
and for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate insists upon its amendments to 
the bill (H.R. 3033) "An act to amend 
the Job Training Partnership Act to 
improve the delivery of services to 
hard-to-serve youth and adults, and for 
other purposes", requests a conference 
with the House on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses thereon; and 

appoints Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. METZEN
BAUM, Mr. SIMON, Mr. HATCH, and Mr. 
THURMOND to be the conferees on the 
part of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed bills and a joint res
olution of the following titles, in which 
the concurrence of the House is re
quested: 

S. 2378. An act to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to extend certain authorities 
relating to the administration of veterans 
laws, and for other purposes; 

S. 2641. An act to partially restore obliga
tion authority authorized in the Intermodal 
Surface Transportation Efficiency Act of 
1992; and 

S.J. Res. 166. Joint Resolution designating 
the week of October 4 through 10, 1992, as 
"National Customer Service Week." 

The message also announced that the 
Senate agree to the report of the com
mittee of conference on the disagreeing 
votes of the two Houses on the amend
ments of the House to the bill (S. 3), 
"An act to amend the Federal Election 
Campaign Act of 1971 to provide for a 
voluntary system of spending limits for 
Senate election campaigns, and for 
other purposes.'' 

The message also announced that 
pursuant to Public Law 81-754, as 
amended by Public Law 93-536 and Pub
lic Law 100-365, the Chair, on behalf of 
the Vice President, reappoints Mr. 
SARBANES to the National Historical 
Publications and Records Commission. 

The message also announced that 
pursuant to Public Law 94-201, the 
Chair, on behalf of the Vice President, 
appoints Carolyn Hecker of Maine, to 
the Board of Trustees of the American 
Folklife Center. 

STOP POINTING THE FINGER OF 
BLAME 

(Mr. GEPHARDT asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. GEPHARDT. Mr. Speaker, if 
there is one thing George Bush has per
fected as President it is the art of 
blameshifting. 

Whenever something wrong happens 
on his watch, his convenient targets of 
blame are usually the Congress or 
Jimmy Carter. A President who 
preaches to others about personal re
sponsibility rarely accepts any for him
self. 

Most recently, the President blamed 
the Great Society for the civil disturb
ances in Los Angeles. Is the President, 
who campaigned against the 1964 Civil 
Rights Act, blaming this legislation for 

the riots? Is he blaming Medicare, the 
Job Corps, or Head Start? Does he want 
this legislation repealed? 

The President who governs by run
ning negative campaigns is now run
ning against the past. Yesterday, it 
was Willie Horton. Today, his negative 
campaign is against Jack, Bobby, Lyn
don, and Martin. 

President Bush must stop tearing us 
apart, and start figuring out how to 
make room at the table for everyone to 
share America's bounty. He might even 
emulate a President from Texas who 
lifted the burden of segregation from 
the shoulders of our country and tell us 
how, in the 1990's, we will overcome. 

CORRECT RESPONSE TO THE LOS 
ANGELES RIOTS 

(Mr. GINGRICH asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, let me 
say to my good friend from Missouri 
[Mr. GEPHARDT], the majority leader, 
what happened in Los Angeles and to 
some lesser extent happened in Atlanta 
is a tragedy. All of us, I hope, condemn 
racism. All of us condemn police bru
tality. All of us condemn violence, vio
lence of any kind. 

The fact is, we have an enormous 
problem in many of our larger cities. 
Many of us have offered enterprise zone 
legislation to create jobs precisely to 
allow those young people to have a 
place to work. Many of us have offered 
educational reform, precisely to make 
sure that they know something and 
have the ability to work in a modern 
world. Many of us have offered crimi
nal justice legislation to be able to 
drive out the drugs and the violent 
crime that is the backdrop to this 
looting. 

Yet again and again, I say to my 
good friend, the Majority Leader, the 
Democratic Congress has not passed 
this legislation. I hope we can join to
gether in the next few weeks, set as our 
goal to pass an urban reform bill before 
July 4, to work together with the 
President, with Peter Ueberroth, with 
the mayor of Los Angeles, together to 
pass an omnibus bill that affects crime, 
affects jobs, affects health, affects edu
cation, that gives us a chance with the 
leadership of the Federal Government 
to truly do something for Los Angeles 
as a test case and then to do it for the 
rest of the country. But to do that, let 
us work together. Let us try to actu
ally pass a bill that can be signed and 
let us do it by the Fourth of July so we 
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can truly put behind us the violence 
and the tragedy and create a better fu
ture and a better community for those 
people. 

THE WHITE HOUSE ATTEMPT TO 
SHIFT ATTENTION FROM ITSELF 
(Mr. RICHARDSON asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. RICHARDSON. Mr. Speaker, at a 
time when the Nation needs Presi
dential leadership and healing after 
Los Angeles, the White House is trying 
to divert attention from its lack of a 
response to the crisis by blaming the 
riots on Lyndon Johnson and the Great 
Society programs of the 1960's. Do they 
not get it? Our response should not be 
just to fix blame and send troops and 
hold meetings. We need a new urban 
policy that deals with the root causes 
of the riots: family breakdown, jobless
ness, economic despair, and drugs and 
gangs. 

Mr. Speaker, let us pull together, 
Democrats and Republicans, black and 
white and deal with this problem in
stead of playing politics and doing 
nothing. We do not need another com
mission. 

Let us try some Democratic initia
tives from our side of the aisle. Let us 
look at Secretary Kemp's proposals. 
Let us get our heads out of the sand. 

Mr. Speaker, for the record, the en
terprise zones was in the tax bill that 
President Bush vetoed. 

H.R. 4613, STATES AND LOCAL LEG
ISLATIVE PREROGATIVES PRES
ERVATIONS ACT 
(Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming asked and 

was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. THOMAS of Wyoming. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today to ask my col
leagues to cosponsor H.R. 4613, the 
States and Local Legislative Preroga
tives Preservations Act. That is a 
mouthful, but the premise of the legis
lation is fairly simple. 

For too long the Congress has en
acted legislation that has preempted 
State and local laws. In some cases, of 
course, this has been overt and clearly 
the Congress has the authority to do 
this, but in too many cases it has been 
inadvertent. It has been an unintended 
consequence and it has been vague. 

The Congress often makes a con
scious decision to overcome these laws 
but too often we have had to go to 
court to determine them. 

As a former State legislator, I have 
seen the results of Federal preemption 
too many times. I think we ought to 
make it very clear as to whether the 
Congress intends to preempt or wheth
er it does not. This law simply requires 
that when Congress passes a bill that 

deals with preemption, it state clearly 
whether or not it is intended to do so. 
It also requires the Congressional Re
search Service to compile a list of con
gressional actions which would have 
the effect of preemption. 

This is an open and honest way for 
the Congress to deal with the question 
of State law and State prerogatives. I 
ask my colleagues to join as cospon
sors. 

ACTIONS THE PRESIDENT SHOULD 
TAKE--LEADERSIDP IN DEVEL
OPING AN URBAN AGENDA FOR 
AMERICA 
(Mr. MAZZOLI asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. MAZZOLI. Mr. Speaker, yester
day I suggested in the well that the 
President, by taking two actions, could 
convert bad situations into positive 
situations. One is to sign the Campaign 
Finance Reform Act which will squeeze 
big money out of politics, and help re
store the flagging support and flagging 
confidence of the American people in 
their political system. 

Another action the President can and 
should take is to propose an urban 
agenda. In that urban agenda could 
very well be urban enterprise zone leg
islation, which we have found very 
helpful in Louisville and Jefferson 
County, KY, low-income housing tax 
credits, once again employed very ben
eficially back home, community devel
opment block grants, targeted job tax 
credits and the ready-to-go proposal of 
the urban infrastructure repair bill, 
which has been proposed and which is 
pending in the House. 

One way or the other, Mr. Speaker, 
the test of leadership is to lead. The 
President now has the opportunity to 
lead not finger point. 

I think he will find the House and the 
other body willing to cooperate with 
him in that leadership task. 

PORKBUSTING 
(Mr. LAGOMARSINO asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Speaker, 
the time has come for Congress to be 
held accountable for its actions. If Con
gress is going to continue to fund local 
parking garages, arts and crafts cen
ters, and community parks, then each 
and every Member of Congress has the 
obligation to go on record with a vote 
on these pet projects. 

As a cosponsor of the bills demanding 
a vote on each of the projects returned 
to Congress by the President for rescis
sion, I am simply demanding that each 
Member of this House act responsibly, 
and on the record, when spending the 
taxpayers' money. I believe, and my 

taxpaying constituents believe, that 
the Federal dollar should be spent for 
the good of all Americans, not just for 
the good of a few powerful Members of 
Congress. 

I urge my colleagues to support my 
demands for separate votes on pork 
barrel spending. Congress must be held 
accountable to the voters. 

THOUGHTS ON THE VIOLENCE IN 
LOS ANGELES 

(Mr. HOAGLAND asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. HOAGLAND. Mr. Speaker, there 
is not one among us who has not re
acted with regret to the extraordinary 
police violence followed by the extraor
dinary citizen violence in Los Angeles. 
It is easy to regret it, of course, but it 
is very, very difficult to understand it. 
What could possibly have caused the 
violence in either incident? 

A myriad of causes, no doubt. Dr. 
Francis Wade, rector of St. Albans 
Church in Washington, DC, shared with 
members of his congregation this Sun
day a poem about dreams deferred, 
which perhaps helps us a little bit to 
understand. 
What happens to a dream deferred? 
Does it dry up? 
Like a raisin in the sun? 
Or fester like a sore-and then run? 
Does it stink like rotten meat? 
Or crust and sugar over like a syrupy sweet? 
Maybe it just sags like a heavy load 
or does it explode? 

-LANGSTON HUGHES. 

0 1210 
HAPPY (?) TAX FREEDOM DAY 

(Mr. GOSS asked and was given per
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, it's Tax 
Freedom Day for the average Amer
ican. The good news is that as of today 
most working Americans have finally 
earned enough money to pay off their 
tax burden for the year. The bad news 
is that this year it took 3 days longer 
to pay off that obligation than last 
year and the trend suggests next year 
it'll take even longer. It's hard not to 
be cynical. We're heading in the wrong 
direction-collecting more taxes, 
spending too much, and watching as 
our budget deficits soar to obscene new 
heights. By some estimates, this year 
the average American will work. longer 
to feed the Federal budget monster 
than they will to pay for their own 
housing. Worse still, with each bite, 
the monster gets hungrier while Con
gress responds by offering it more to 
chew on. But no more. The American 
people have lost their appetite for busi
ness as usual. Either the Congress has 
to exercise some discipline over the 
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Federal budget monster-or the Amer
ican people will exercise discipline over 
the Congress. Both ideas are equally 
good. 

THE RODNEY KING VERDICT 
(Mr. DE LUGO asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 
one minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. DE LUGO. Mr. Speaker, it is not 
enough to deplore the decision by a 
jury in the suburban town of Simi Val
ley, CA, that four Los Angeles police
men were not guilty of using excessive 
force in their merciless beating of Rod
ney King. That decision forces us to 
come to grips with a much broader and 
more fundamental issue, one that has 
been raised time and again by African
Americans and other minorities in our 
country. The question is: Are all Amer
icans really treated as equal in the 
eyes of the law? 

Many of us have known for much too 
long that the answer is "No." 

One principle lies at the heart of the 
American ideal of democratic govern
ment. That principle is equality. As a 
nation, we have often fallen short of 
that ideal but men of good will have al
ways held that standard of equality be
fore them as a goal to be pursued re
lentlessly. 

As a people, Americans have almost 
unquestioningly accepted the judicial 
system as the most important custo
dian of our democratic ideals. We have 
come to rely on the idea that all people 
are equal before the bar of justice as 
our strongest defence against all those 
who would ignore or subvert our demo
cratic way of life. African-Americans 
and other non-Caucasians have lived in 
the grasp of different reality and for 
far too long they have been crying out 
for relief from the system that calls it
self by the name of justice. 

You and I and all the world saw the 
videotape of the brutalization of Rod
ney King by 4 officers of the law in the 
presence of at least 13 other officers of 
the law. We had no doubt that we were 
witnessing a grave injustice per
petrated in the name of the law. 

And then it was the turn of the judi
cial system. What transpired in the 
courts was a disgrace. Under the pro
tective cover of the system, the trial 
was removed to a community which 
could never have produced a jury of 
Rodney King's peers. In the event, it 
produced a jury which could see no evil 
in the beating of Rodney King and 
could find no fault with the police offi
cers who took part in the beating. It 
was not 12 jurors who failed. The sys
tem failed. It was not just Rodney King 
who was victimized. The principles of 
our democracy were victimized. 

It would be bad enough if this were 
an isolated incident. It was not-and 
African-Americans and other minori
ties know only too well that the only 

things unique to this event were that a 
citizen with a video camera recorded 
the beating and that the world was 
watching when the city of Los Angeles 
became a battlefield in the wake of the 
unjust verdict. 

Let us at the very least be sure that 
the officers will be tried in Federal 
courts for what they did to Rodney 
King and to the laws they were sworn 
to uphold. But let us also take the time 
now to correct those flaws in our judi
cial system which made a senseless 
verdict possible. 

Equality before the law is not a prin
ciple we can continue to postpone if we 
truly believe in the greatness of Amer
ican democracy. 

LISTEN TO THE TAXPAYERS AND 
CUT FEDERAL SPENDING 

(Mr. SMITH of Texas asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
this week we actually will have the op
portunity to cut Federal spending. 

Not just to move it around, or spend 
it later, but actually to cut spending. 

The question will be what we can cut. 
Will we be able to vote to cut funding 
for the promotion of Hawaiian arts and 
crafts? What about the $1 million for 
the Sweet Auburn Curb Market in 
Georgia? 

It's time to shine the light of day on 
pork barrel projects tucked away in 
the deep, dark recesses of appropria
tions bills. 

The Federal budget is not Congress' 
money to pass out as favors. It is the 
public's money to be spent wisely. 

The people who gave us our jobs and 
the money we spend deserve to know 
what we intend to do with it. 

I hope Members of Congress are lis
tening. I know the taxpayers are. 

IT IS TIME FOR THE PRESIDENT 
TO BE A HEALER 

(Mr. SCHUMER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. Speaker, yester
day the President lashed out at the 
policies of the 1960's as the cause of the 
Los Angeles riot. When he declared 
himself the erstwhile defender of 
American cities, he looked as awkward 
as an arsonist applying for the job of 
fire chief. He and Ronald Reagan have 
gutted the very programs they now say 
fed the fires of L.A., and they offered 
nothing in their place. 

Mr. Speaker, no one is suggesting 
that support for urban development 
and welfare programs would have 
averted the L.A. riot. No one is sug
gesting that all of the programs of the 
sixties worked. They do not. But the 
President has done nothing except prey 

on the cities and pour gasoline on the 
flames of divisiveness for political pur
poses, and now that there are riots, and 
not the riots but the polls afterwards, 
that showed that the American people 
want a healer and someone who is 
going to do something real for the 
cities, the President comes out with 
this kind of tomfoolery, that the pro
grams of the sixties caused the riots. 

Mr. President, the chickens are com
ing home to roost. Your years of ne
glect and praying on the cities will 
cost you electorally unless you become 
a healer and start bringing us together. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MAZZOLI). The Chair would advise the 
Members that it is inappropriate under 
the House rules to address the Presi
dent directly. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the provisions of clause 5, rule I, 
the Chair announces he will postpone 
further proceedings today on each mo
tion to suspend the rules on which a re
corded vote or the yeas and nays are 
ordered or on which the vote is ob
jected to under clause 4, rule XV. 

Such rollcall votes, if postponed, will 
be taken on Wednesday, May 6, 1992. 

REQUEST FOR PERMISSION FOR 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTER
NATIONAL DEVELOPMENT, FI
NANCE, TRADE AND MONETARY 
POLICY OF COMMITTEE ON 
BANKING, FINANCE AND URBAN 
AFFAIRS TO SIT DURING 5-
MINUTE RULE ON TOMORROW 
Mr. MORAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that tomorrow, 
May 6, 1992, the Subcommittee on 
International Development, Finance, 
Trade and Monetary Policy of the Com
mittee on Banking, Finance and Urban 
Affairs be permitted to sit while the 
House is proceeding under the 5-minute 
rule. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from Virginia? 

Mrs. BENTLEY. Mr. Speaker, reserv
ing the right to object, I would ask the 
gentleman from Virginia if the request 
has been cleared with the Republicans. 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Speaker, in re
sponse I would say I have been asked 
by the chairman of the subcommittee, 
the gentlewoman from Ohio [Ms. 
OAKAR], to make this request to en
sure that a previously scheduled hear
ing of the Subcommittee on Inter
national Development, Finance, Trade 
and Monetary Policy may be able to 
proceed tomorrow. 
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Mrs. BENTLEY. Mr. Speaker, I would 

request that the gentleman withdraw 
his request at this time so that we may 
verify if the Republican side had agreed 
on that. 

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Speaker, I will 
withdraw my request at this time. 

these foreign vessels, we must insure 
the most careful and thorough inspec
tions possible. In that regard, this leg
islation is very simple and straight
forward. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank my 
chairman, Mr. JONES of North Carolina 
for his leadership on this issue. Mr. 
JONES of North Carolina as chairman of 

OVERSEAS FOREIGN VESSEL this committee has been in the fore-
INSPECTION ACT front on issues relating to passenger 

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I move to -vessel safety standards. I believe that 
suspend the rules and pass the bill his initiatives as chairman will mean 
(H.R. 4485) to authorize reimbursement that passengers on cruise ships will 
of expenses for overseas inspections have greater confidence in the Coast 
and examination of foreign vessels. Guard's ability to determine the safety 

The Clerk read as follows: of each vessel involved. 
H.R. 4485 0 1220 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of rep- Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
resentatives of the United States of America in my time. 
Congress assembled, That section 3317(b) of Mrs. BENTLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
title 46, United States Code is amended- myself such time as I may consume. 

(1) by striking "chapter" and substituting Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support 
"part"; and of H.R. 4485, a bill to allow the U.S. 

(2) by inserting "or a foreign vessel" after Coast Guard to seek reimbursement for 
"documented vessel". 

the examination and inspection of a 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu- foreign-flag vessel outside the United 

ant to the rule, the gentleman from States. 
Louisiana [Mr. TAUZIN] will be recog- Under current law, an owner of a 
nized for 20 minutes, and the gentle- U.S.-flag vessel who requests the Coast 
woman from Maryland [Mrs. BENTLEY] Guard to inspect a ship in a foreign lo
will be recognized for 20 minutes. cation is required to reimburse the 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman coast Guard for the cost of travel, 
from Louisiana [Mr. TAUZIN]. lodging, meals, and certain incidentals. 

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield These costs do not include, however, 
myself such time as I may consume. _ inspector salaries or overtime pay. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R. Mr. Speaker, with the passage of H.R. 
4485, the Overseas Foreign Vessel In- 4485, we will simply extend this reim
spection Act introduced by Hon. WAL- bursement authority to foreign-flag 
TER B. JONES, of North Carolina and ships inspected by the Coast Guard at a 
the chairman of the House Committee foreign port. By so doing, the Coast 
on Merchant Marine and Fisheries. The Guard will recover some of its travel 
purpose of this legislation is to insure expenses and, more importantly, it will 
that the Coast Guard may conduct cer- ensure the safety of these vessels. 
tain safety inspections of foreign ves- Based upon conversations with the 
sels in foreign countries and may be re- Coast Guard, it appears that an over
imbursed for expenses incurred in con- seas inspection of most vessels, includ
nection with inspections of vessels in ing passenger cruise ships and tankers, 
foreign countries. are often more thorough than those in 

Currently, the Coast Guard inspects the United States because the vessels 
foreign vessels on their initial arrival are frequently in a dry dock or ship
in a U.S. port to insure full compliance yard facility. Under these conditions, 
with all applicable U.S. laws and regu- the Coast Guard can more easily iden
lations. If a vessel undergoes recon- tify problems or construction flaws and 
struction or repair in a foreign port, it can recommend modifications to the 
must also undergo certain reinspec- vessel owner on how the ship can com
tiona. Obviously, if the Coast Guard ply with the International Convention 
can conduct its inspection of a vessel for Safety of Life at Sea and all other 
while it is in dry dock, it can do a more U.S. safety laws. By correcting these 
thorough job than if the vessel is problems at an early stage, the owner 
afloat. Under current law, the Coast of the vessel will save a great deal of 
Guard may be reimbursed for its travel time and money by eliminating the 
expenses in connection with an inspec- costly delays that usually occur when 
tion of a U.S.-flag vessel, even if the a vessel is first inspected in the United 
vessel is in a foreign country. This will States. 
make the law consistent for foreign Mr. Speaker, H.R. 4485 is a biparti
flag vessels. The practical impact is to san, noncontroversial piece of legisla
insure more accurate inspections of all tion which should be supported by 
vessels while saving the taxpayers every Member of the House of Rep
money. resentatives. It will improve safety, it 

Let me make it clear that this legis- will not cost any taxpayer money, it 
lation in no way authorizes or encour- will help the U.S. Coast Guard, and it 
ages foreign construction or repair of is strongly supported by both the ad
vessels. However, for the sake of the ministration and all elements of the 
safety of thousands of passengers on U.S. maritime industry. 

Mr. Speaker, I too want to go on 
record as thanking the chairman of the 
committee and the ranking members, 
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. 
DAVIS] and the gentleman from New 
York [Mr. LENT] for their work on this 
legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge adoption of H.R. 
4485. 

Mr. JONES of North Carolina. Mr. Speaker, 
today, we consider, under suspension of the 
rules, H.R. 4485, a bill that would enhance the 
safety of foreign vessels entering our waters. 

My bill would allow the Coast Guard to in
spect and examine a foreign vessel overseas 
when requested to do so by the vessel owner 
or operator, provided the Coast Guard is reim
bursed for travel and subsistence costs. This 
authority currently exists for U.S.-flag vessels. 

The Coast Guard examines foreign vessels 
when they arrive in the United States for com
pliance with the International Convention for 
the Safety of Life at Sea, other international 
conventions, and applicable U.S. laws. Ves
sels are also inspected after a rehabilitation, 
rebuilding, or significant modification. 

Allowing the Coast Guard to inspect vessels 
while dry-docked would ensure a more thor
ough inspection; certainly, it would promote 
safety; and despite the fact that owners would 
pay for the privilege, it should save time and 
money. 

The bill is supported by the Coast Guard 
and vessel owners, and, particularly important 
in these difficult times, it would pay for itself. 

Mrs. BENTLEY. Mr. Speaker, I have 
no requests for time, and I yield back 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentlewoman from Maryland for 
her comments. 

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re
quests for time, and I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MAZZOLI). The question is on the mo
tion offered by the gentleman from 
Louisiana [Mr. TAUZIN] that the House 
suspend the rules and pass the bill, 
H.R. 4485. 

The question was taken; and (two
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended and the bill 
was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
who wish to do so may have 5 legisla
tive days in which to revise and extend 
their remarks on H.R. 4485, the bill just 
passed. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of t1te gen
tleman from Louisiana? 

There was no objection. 

NATIONAL UNDERSEA RESEARCH 
PROGRAM ACT OF 1992 

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
suspend the rules and pass the bill 
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(H.R. 3247) to establish a National Un
dersea Research Program within the 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Ad
ministration, as amended. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H.R. 3247 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

TITLE I-NATIONAL UNDERSEA 
RESEARCH PROGRAM 

SEC. 101. SHORT TITLE. 
This title may be cited as the "National 

Undersea Research Program Act of 1992". 
SEC. 102. FINDINGS AND PURPOSE. 

(a) FINDINGS.-The Congress finds the fol
lowing: 

(1) The world's oceans occupy 317,000,000 
cubic miles, and constitute 71 percent of the 
surface of the earth. 

(2) The Great Lakes comprise 20 percent of 
the world's freshwater and are a valuable, 
international, commercial, and recreational 
resource. 

(3) The oceans and Great Lakes are inex
tricably linked to many important global 
processes, such as global temperature, 
weather patterns, and nutrient cycling. 

(4) The oceans and Great Lakes hold many 
undiscovered or unexploited mineral and bio
logical resources. 

(5) A majority of invertebrate phyla and 
over half the vertebrate species inhabit the 
oceans. 

(6) The genetic diversity of marine orga
nisms makes the oceans a potentially impor
tant source of undiscovered medical agents. 

(7) Understanding of the physical, chemi
cal, geological, and biological processes 
which govern dynamics in the oceans and 
Great Lakes, particularly the deep ocean, is 
limited. 

(8) Oceanic and limnological researchers 
require increasingly more advanced tech
nologies and methodologies to accomplish 
complex research goals. 

(9) Advanced underwater technology, in
cluding diving, underwater laboratories, re
search submersibles, and remotely operated 
vehicles, must be an integral part of the Na
tion's efforts to study, understand, utilize, 
conserve, and wisely manage the aquatic en
vironment. 

(b) PURPOSE.-The purpose of this title is 
to establish a program of research to better 
understand ocean and large lakes ecosystems 
and their role in global systems. 
SEC. 103. DEFINITIONS. 

For the purposes of this title, the term
(1) "Administration" means the National 

Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration; 
(2) "Center" means any National Undersea 

Research Center in existence prior to the 
date of enactment of this Act or established 
pursuant to section 106; 

(3) "Center Director" means the Director 
of any National Undersea Research Center; 

(4) "Committee" means the National Un
dersea Research Steering Committee estab
lished pursuant to section 105; 

(5) "Office" means the Office of Undersea 
Research established under section 104(c)(1); 

(6) "priority research area" means any of 
the priority research areas under section 
104(f), as those areas may be revised by the 
Under Secretary under section 104(f)(2). 

(7) "Program" means the National Under
sea Research Program established under sec
tion 104; 

(8) "Program Director" means the Director 
of the National Undersea Research Program 
appointed pursuant to section 104(c)(2); 

(9) "undersea region" means each of-
(A) the North Atlantic region, comprised of 

the coastal and oceanic waters north of 
Montauk, New York, and off Maine, New 
Hampshire, Massachusetts, Rhode Island, 
and Connecticut; 

(B) the Mid-Atlantic region, comprised of 
the coastal and oceanic waters south of 
Montauk, New York, and off New York, New 
Jersey, Delaware, Maryland, and Virginia; 

(C) the South Atlantic region, comprised of 
the coastal and oceanic waters off North 
Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, and the 
Atlantic coast of Florida (including the Flor
ida Keys); 

(D) the Gulf of Mexico region, comprised of 
the coastal and oceanic waters of the Gulf of 
Mexico off Florida, Alabama, Mississippi, 
Louisiana, and Texas; 

(E) the Great Lakes region, comprised of 
the waters of the Great Lakes; 

(F) the Southern Pacific region, comprised 
of the coastal and oceanic waters off Califor
nia; 

(G) the Northern Pacific region, comprised 
of the coastal and oceanic waters off Oregon 
and Washington; 

(H) the Western Pacific region, comprised 
of the coastal and oceanic waters off Hawaii, 
Guam, American Samoa, and the Northern 
Mariana Islands; 

(I) the Alaskan region, comprised of the 
coastal and oceanic waters off Alaska; 

(J) the Caribbean region, comprised of the 
coastal and oceanic waters off Puerto Rico 
and the United States Virgin Islands; and 

(K) any other undersea region resulting 
from an establishment, modification, or 
merger under section 106(f)(2); 

(10) "undersea research" means scientific 
research carried out in the oceans or large 
lakes of the world, using underwater vehicles 
or techniques; and 

(11) "Under Secretary" means the Under 
Secretary of Commerce for Oceans and At
mosphere. 
SEC. 104. ESTABLISHMENT AND ADMINISTRATION 

OF NATIONAL UNDERSEA RESEARCH 
PROGRAM. 

(a) PROGRAM ESTABLISHMENT AND MAINTE
NANCE.-The Under Secretary shall establish 
and maintain within the Administration a 
program to be known as the "National Un
dersea Research Program". 

(b) PROGRAM PURPOSE.-The Program 
shall, for the purpose of enhancing scientific 
understanding of processes in the oceans and 
large lakes of the world-

(1) develop, maintain, and conduct sci
entific and engineering undersea research 
programs; and 

(2) investigate, develop, and apply tech
nology for undersea research. 

(C) OFFICE OF UNDERSEA RESEARCH.-
(!) ESTABLISHMENT.-There is established 

in the Administration the Office of Undersea 
Research, which shall conduct the Program. 

(2) PROGRAM DIRECTOR.-The head of the 
Office shall be the Director of the National 
Undersea Research Program, who shall be 
appointed by the Under Secretary from 
among individuals with extensive knowledge 
and expertise in undersea research, and hav
ing appropriate administrative experience. 

(d) DUTIES OF PROGRAM DIRECTOR.-The 
Program Director shall administer the Pro
gram subject to the supervision of the Under 
Secretary. In addition to any other duty pre
scribed by law or assigned by the Under Sec
retary, the Program Director shall-

(!) establish and maintain a list for each 
priority research area of scientists who are 
actively conducting research in that area, 
for the purpose of-

(A) providing peer reviews of individual re
search proposals under the Program; and 

(B) participating in site visits pursuant to 
section 107(c)(2); and 

(2) develop guidelines for the submission 
and review of proposals from centers and in
dividual researchers for research under the 
Program. 

(e) SCIENCE ADVISOR.-
(!) APPOINTMENT.-The Under Secretary 

shall, pursuant to the Intergovernmental 
Personnel Act of 1970 (42 U.S.C. 4701 et seq.) 
and by not later than 6 months after the date 
of the enactment of this Act, appoint to 
serve as a science advisor to the Director on 
the scientific needs of the Program, an indi
vidual who-

(A) is a scientist active in one or more pri
ority research areas; 

(B) is not employed by the Federal Govern
ment; and 

(C) during the period of such service, is on 
leave of absence from an institution of high
er education or oceanographic research. 

(2) TERMS.-
(A) IN GENERAL.-The term of an individual 

as a science advisor under this subsection 
shall be one year. 

(B) LIMITATION.-An individual may serve 
not more than 2 terms as a science advisor 
under this subsection. 

(f) PRIORITY RESEARCH AREAS.-
(1) IN GENERAL.-The Under Secretary may 

use amounts appropriated for the Program 
to fund research, including long-term stud
ies, within the following priority research 
areas: 

(A) Oceanic, coastal, estuarine, and 
limnological processes. 

(B) Pathways and fates of materials in the 
oceans and large lakes. 

(C) Diversity, distribution, productivity, 
and recruitment of organisms with respect 
to habitat characteristics in the oceans and 
large lakes. 

(D) Global change processes. 
(E) Ocean lithosphere processes and min

eral resources. 
(F) Undersea research platform and instru

ment technology. 
(G) Diving safety, physiology, and tech

nology. 
(2) REVISION OF PRIORITY AREAS.-Upon the 

recommendation of the Committee, the 
Under Secretary may, after public comment, 
revise the priority research areas under 
paragraph (1). 
SEC. 105. STEERING COMMITTEE. 

(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF COMMITTEE.-The 
Under Secretary shall establish an independ
ent steering committee to be known as the 
"National Undersea Research Steering Com
mittee". 

(b) COMPOSITION.-
(!) IN GENERAL.-The Committee shall con

sist of 9 members appointed by the Under 
Secretary from individuals who are profes
sional scientists or engineers and active in 
at least one priority research area, of whom 
2 members shall be appointed from individ
uals nominated by Center Directors. The 
Under Secretary shall complete appoint
ments under this paragraph by not later 
than 6 months after the date of the enact
ment of this Act. 

(2) BALANCE.-In appointing members of 
the Committee, the Under Secretary shall 
seek to ensure balanced representation of 
priority research areas, disciplines related to 
those research areas, and geographic regions 
of the United States. 

(3) PROHIBITION ON APPOINTMENT OF FED
ERAL EMPLOYEES.-No member of the Com
mittee may be an employee of the Federal 
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Government, except the Chief Scientist of 
the Administration. 

(4) EX OFFICIO MEMBER.-The Chief Sci
entist of the Administration shall be a non
voting ex officio member of the Committee. 

(c) DUTIES.-The Committee shall advise 
the Under Secretary and the Program Direc
tor concerning-

(!) the quality of research performed with 
grants awarded under section 108, including 
the applicability of such research to the pri
ority research areas; 

(2) the designation, establishment, merger, 
and operation of Centers; 

(3) the modification and merger of under
sea regions; 

(4) the need to revise the priority research 
areas; 

(5) the process of responding to research 
proposal reviews, including making deter
minations and recommendations under sec
tion 107(a)(3)(B). 

(6) any other matters the Under Secretary 
refers to the Committee for review and ad
vice or the Committee considers appropriate. 

(d) TERM OF MEMBERSHIP.-
(!) IN GENERAL.-Subject to paragraph (2), 

the term of membership on the Committee 
shall be 3 years. 

(2) INITIAL APPOINTMENTS.-Of the members 
first appointed to the Committee--

(A) 3 members shall serve a term of one 
year; 

(B) 3 members shall serve a term of 2 years; 
and 

(C) 3 members shall serve a term of 3 years; 
as specified by the Under Secretary at the 
time of appointment. 

(3) TERM LIMITATION.-No Committee mem
ber may serve consecutive terms as a mem
ber of the Committee. 

(e) COMPENSATION.-Members of the Com
mittee, while performing official duties as 
members of the Committee, are entitled to 
receive compensation for travel and trans
portation expenses under section 5703 of title 
5, United States Code. 

(f) CHAIRPERSON.-The members of the 
Committee shall select annually from among 
themselves an individual who shall serve as 
Chairperson of the Committee. No member 
of the Committee may serve more than 2 an
nual terms as a chairperson. 

(g) CONDUCT OF BUSINESS.-The Committee 
shall conduct its business according to the 
majority vote of those members present at a 
meeting of the Committee. 

(h) EXEMPTION.-The Federal Advisory 
Committee Act (5 U.S.C. App.) shall not 
apply to the Committee. 
SEC. 106. ESTABLISHMENT OF NATIONAL UNDER

SEA RESEARCH CENTERS. 
(a) ASSIGNMENT AND ESTABLISHMENT OF 

CENTERS.-
(!) ASSIGNMENT OF REGIONS TO EXISTING 

CENTERS.-The Under Secretary shall, in con
sultation with the Committee, assign one or 
more undersea regions to each Center in ex
istence on the date of the enactment of this 
Act, by not later than 6 months after that 
date. 

(2) ESTABLISHMENT OF NEW CENTERS.-The 
Under Secretary may establish a new Center 
to implement the Program for any undersea 
region at an institution of higher education 
or oceanographic research located in a State 
bordering the region-

(A) if there are adequate funds available 
for the establishment of the Center; 

(B) after reviewing each proposal submit
ted under subsection (b) with respect to that 
region; and 

(C) if the Committee concurs in the selec
tion of that institution. 

(3) LIMITATION.-The Under Secretary may 
not establish a new Center for an undersea 
region if the expenditure of amounts for that 
Center would result in any reduction of 
amounts available for expenditure for any 
existing Center. 

(b) SOLICITATION OF PROPOSALS FOR NEW 
CENTERS.-

(!) IN GENERAL.-The Under Secretary may 
solicit proposals for the establishment of a 
new Center under subsection (a)(2) from in
stitutions of higher education or oceano
graphic research. 

(2) PROPOSAL REQUIREMENTS.-A proposal 
under this subsection shall consist of

(A) a proposed science program; 
(B) a program management plan; 
(C) a description of the facilities of the in

stitution submitting the proposal; 
(D) a description of relevant institutional 

capabilities; 
(E) an operational safety plan; 
(F) mechanisms for information transfer; 
(G) a budget for the Center; and 
(H) any other information the Under Sec

retary considers necessary. 
(C) REVIEW OF PROPOSALS.-The Under Sec

retary and the Committee shall review each 
proposal submitted under subsection (b) on 
the basis of-

(1) relevance of the proposal to priority re
search areas; and 

(2) the capability of the applicant institu
tion to administer and direct research in 
those areas. 

(d) CENTER DIRECTOR.-Each institution at 
which a Center is established under this sec
tion may select an individual who shall be 
the Director for that Center. 

(e) 5-YEAR REVIEW OF CENTERS.-
(!) IN GENERAL.-The Under Secretary and 

the Committee shall jointly review the oper
ation of each Center every 5 years. The first 
review of a Center shall be completed-

(A) in the case of a Center in existence on 
the day before the date of the enactment of 
this Act, by not later than the date which is 
5 years after that date of enactment; and 

(B) in the case of a Center established on 
or after that date of enactment, by the date 
which is 5 years after the date of the estab
lishment of the Center. 

(2) CONTENT OF REVIEW.-A review under 
this subsection shall consist of-

(A) an evaluation of the quality of the re
search conducted at the Center under the 
Program and the applicability of the re
search to the priority research areas, includ
ing consideration of the annual reviews and 
site visits conducted under section 107(c); 

(B) recommendations for changes in the 
scientific research program and operations 
of the Center, that are considered beneficial 
by the Committee and the Under Secretary; 
and 

(C) a determination of whether the contin
ued operation of the Center will increase 
knowledge in the priority research areas. 

(3) ESTABLISHMENT OF NEW CENTER AT DIF
FERENT INSTITUTION.-If the Under Secretary 
and the Committee determine as a result of 
a review under this subsection that contin
ued operation of a Center is not warranted, 
the Under Secretary shall-

(A) provide notification of that determina
tion to the Center, including a description of 
any changes in the operations of the Center 
the Under Secretary considers necessary for 
continued operation of the Center; 

(B) after 18 months after providing that no
tice, and not later than 2 years after provid
ing that notice, review the implementation 
of those changes by the Center; and 

(C) establish, at a different institution of 
higher education or oceanographic research, 

a new Center for the same undersea region in 
accordance with this section, if the Under 
Secretary determines as a result of that re
view that those changes are not imple
mented. 

(f) 5-YEAR REVIEW OF UNDERSEA REGIONS.
(!) REVIEW BY COMMITTEE.-The Committee 

shall-
(A) review the configurations of undersea 

regions every 5 years following the date of 
the enactment of this Act to determine 
whether those regions meet scientific needs 
for research in priority research areas; and 

(B) provide to the Under Secretary appro
priate recommendations for meeting those 
needs, regarding-

(i) any modification or merger of existing 
undersea regions, or establishment of new 
undersea regions, and 

(ii) the establishment of new Centers or 
merger of existing Centers for any undersea 
regions recommended to be established or 
merged. 

(2) MODIFICATION, MERGER, OR ESTABLISH
MENT OF REGIONS.-The Under Secretary may 
establish a new undersea region or modify or 
merge any existing undersea region or re
gions if, based on a recommendation by the 
Committee under paragraph (l)(B), the Under 
Secretary determines there is a scientific 
need for that establishment, modification, or 
merger. 

(3) ESTABLISHMENT OR MERGER OF CEN
TERS.-lf the Under Secretary establishes or 
merges any undersea region under paragraph 
(2), the Under Secretary may, in accordance 
with section 106 and any recommendations 
provided by the Committee under paragraph 
(l)(B), establish a new Center or merge exist
ing Centers for the resulting undersea re
gion. 

(g) PROHIBITION.-Except as provided in 
subsections (a) and (f)(3), the Under Sec
retary may not establish or merge any Cen
ters. 
SEC. 107. NATIONAL UNDERSEA RESEARCH CEN

TER RESEARCH PROGRAMS. 
(a) INDIVIDUAL RESEARCH PROPOSALS.-
(!) SOLICITATION.-Each Center Director 

shall annually solicit individual proposals 
from the scientific community for research 
to advance the priority research areas of the 
Program. Research under each proposal shall 
be primarily conducted within the undersea 
region of the Center, but may be conducted 
in another undersea region in cooperation 
with the Center for that region, or other geo
graphic areas with the approval of the Pro
gram Director. Individual proposals shall ad
here to guidelines established by the Pro
gram Director pursuant to section 104(d)(2). 
Proposals under this paragraph may be for 
multi-year research. 

(2) INDIVIDUAL PROPOSAL REVIEW PROCESS.
Each individual proposal shall be reviewed 
by the Center Director or his or her des
ignees and not less than 3 anonymous mail 
reviewers from the list of reviewers main
tained by the Program Director pursuant to 
section 104(d)(l). Each review shall con
sider-

(A) the scientific merit of the proposal; 
(B) the applicability of the proposal to the 

priority research areas; and 
(C) the capability of the principal inves

tigator to carry out the proposed research. 
(3) ALLOWANCE FOR RESPONSE.-
(A) IN GENERAL.-Subject to any regulation 

that is issued by the Program Director under 
subparagraph (C), a Center Director shall 
provide to each person who submits a pro
posal under this section to the Center copies 
of all written reviews of the proposal con
ducted by the Center Director, his or her des-
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ignees, and anonymous reviewers, and shall 
give the person not less than 14 days to re
spond to those reviews before rendering any 
final decision regarding funding for the pro
posal. 

(B) REVIEW OF PROCESS BY COMMITTEE.-Not 
later than 3 years after the date of the enact
ment of this Act, the Committee shall-

(i) determine whether all Centers are im
plementing subparagraph (A); 

(ii) determine whether the opportunity of 
persons who submit proposals to respond to 
reviews pursuant to subparagraph (A) has 
been utilized by those persons; 

(iii) determine whether those responses 
have been effective in ensuring full and fair 
consideration of those proposals; and 

(iv) recommend to the Program Director 
that the procedures established by subpara
graph (A) be continued, terminated, or modi
fied (including the specific modifications 
which should be made). 

(C) ISSUANCE OF REGULATION.-Notwith
standing subparagraph (A), the Program Di
rector may issue a regulation implementing 
any recommendation made by the Commit
tee under subparagraph (B)(iv). 

(b) PROPOSED CENTER PROGRAM.-Not later 
than October 31 of each year, each Center Di
rector shall submit to the Program Direc
tor-

(1) a proposed program for the Center for 
that fiscal year, which shall adhere to guide
lines established by the Program Director 
pursuant to section 104(d)(2) and shall in
clude-

(A) a description of the activities per
formed and research funded by the Center in 
the previous fiscal year; 

(B) those individual research proposals 
submitted under subsection (a) that the Cen
ter Director determines to be meritorious 
based on reviews conducted under that sub
section; 

(C) a proposed budget for operation of the 
Center for the current fiscal year; and 

(D) any other materials requested by the 
Program Director to clarify the proposed 
program; and 

(2) reviews (including responses under sub
section (a)(3) to the reviews) of all individual 
research proposals submitted t() the Center 
Director for the current fiscal year, includ
ing those research proposals not selected for 
inclusion in the proposed program of the 
Center. 

(c) REVIEW OF PROPOSED CENTER PRO
GRAM.-

(1) IN GENERAL.-The Program Director, in 
consultation with the Committee, shall re
view the proposed program for the current 
fiscal year submitted by each Center Direc
tor under subsection (b). 

(2) SITE VISITS.-At least once every 2 
years, the review of a proposed program of a 
Center under this subsection shall include a 
formal inspection of the Center by a site 
visit team. The site visit team shall-

(A) be composed of not less than 4 individ
uals appointed by the Program Director with 
experience in undersea research, at least one 
of whom shall be a member of the Commit
tee and 2 of whom are selected from the list 
maintained under section 104(d)(l); 

(B) assess the quality of the individual re
search proposals included in the proposed 
program; and 

(C) assess the ability of the Center to over
see the research included in the proposed 
program. 

(d) REQUIRING ADDITIONAL PROPOSED PRO
GRAMS PROHIBITED.-Except as provided in 
this section, a center shall not be required to 
submit to the Program Director or the Under 
Secretary any program proposal. 

(e) GIFTS, DEVISES, AND BEQUESTS.-Each 
Center may accept, solicit, and use the serv
ices of volunteers, and may accept, receive, 
hold, administer, and use gifts, devises, and 
bequests, to carry out the research program 
of the Center. 
SEC. 108. REGIONAL UNDERSEA RESEARCH CEN

TER PROGRAM GRANTS. 
(a) AUTHORIZATION.-The Under Secretary 

may use amounts appropriated to carry out 
the Program to make grants and enter into 
contracts under this subsection to fund any 
Center program if the Under Secretary finds 
that the program will advance knowledge in 
the priority research areas. 

(b) ALLOCATION OF FUNDING.-
(!) IN GENERAL.-Not later than April 1 of 

each year and based on the reviews under 
section 107(c) of proposed programs, the 
Under Secretary shall-

(A) allocate among the Centers, in such 
manner as will best advance knowledge in 
the priority research areas, all amounts 
available for the current fiscal year for re
search to be conducted by, and administra
tion of, the Centers; and 

(B) notify each Center Director of the 
amount allocated to that Center under sub
paragraph (A) for the current fiscal year. 

(2) LIMITATION ON ALLOCATION PER CEN
TER.-The total amount which may be allo
cated for any fiscal year for activities con
ducted by any one Center shall not exceed 20 
percent of the total amounts available for 
the Program for that fiscal year, except that 
the Under Secretary may allocate a greater 
amount for a Center for the purpose of mak
ing major capital expenditures for the Cen
ter. 

(C) TERMS AND CONDITIONS.-
(!) IN GENERAL.-Any grant made, or con

tract entered into, under this section shall 
be subject to paragraphs (2) and (3), and to 
any other terms, conditions, and require
ments the Under Secretary considers nec
essary. 

(2) LIMITATIONS ON USES.-
(A) LAND AND BUILDINGS.-No payment 

under any grant or contract under this sec
tion may be applied to-

(i) the purchase of any land; or 
(ii) the purchase or construction of any 

building. 
(B) ADMINISTRATION.-At least 60 percent of 

the amount of a grant or contract under this 
section shall be used to fund individual re
search proposals carried out with the grant 
or con tract. 

(3) MAINTENANCE OF RECORDS.-Any person 
who receives or utilizes any proceeds of any 
grant or contract under this section shall 
keep any records the Under Secretary pre
scribes as necessary to facilitate effective 
audit and evaluation, including reports 
which fully disclose the amount and disposi
tion of funds received under this title, the 
total cost of activities for which those funds 
were used, and the amount, if any, of costs 
which were provided through other sources. 
The records shall be maintained for 3 years 
after the completion of the activity. The 
Under Secretary and the Comptroller Gen
eral of the United States, or any of their 
duly authorized representatives, shall have 
access, for the purpose of audit and evalua
tion, to any books, documents, papers, and 
records of receipts which, in the opinion of 
the Under Secretary or of the Comptroller 
General, may be related or pertinent to the 
grants and contracts. 
SEC. 109. FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE REVIEW 

BOARD. 
After the date of the enactment of this 

·Act, grants and contracts under the Program 

shall not be subject to review by the board in 
the Department of Commerce known as the 
Financial Assistance Review Board. 
SEC. 110. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

(a) CENTER PROGRAM FUNDING.-There is 
authorized to be appropriated to the Under 
Secretary for use for grants and contracts 
under section 108, to remain available until 
expended-

(!) $20,000,000, for fiscal year 1992, 
(2) $25,000,000 for fiscal year 1993, 
(3) $30,000,000 for fiscal year 1994, 
(4) $35,000,000 for fiscal year 1995, and 
(5) $40,000,000 for fiscal year 1996. 
(b) MANAGEMENT, ADMINISTRATION, AND 

STUDIES.-There are authorized to be appro
priated to the Under Secretary for manage
ment and administration of the Program (in
cluding administration of grants and con
tracts under section 108, the development of 
undersea research technology, and the con
duct of studies of underwater diving tech
niques and equipment under section 21(e) of 
the Outer Continental Shelf Lands Act (43 
U.S.C. 1347(c))), to remain available until ex
pended-

(1) $4,000,000 for fiscal year 1992; 
(2) $4,200,000 for fiscal year 1993; 
(3) $4,400,000 for fiscal year 1994; 
(4) $4,600,000 for fiscal year 1995; and 
(5) $4,800,000 for fiscal year 1996. 
(c) LIMITATION ON USE.-Amounts appro

priated under the authority of subsection (a) 
shall not be available for administration of 
this Act by the Office, or for program or ad
ministrative expenses of the Administration. 

(d) REVERSION OF UNOBLIGATED AMOUNTS.
The amount of any grant, contract, or por
tion of a grant or contract, made under sec
tion 108 that is not obligated before the end 
of the third fiscal year in which it is author
ized to be obligated shall revert to the Under 
Secretary. The Under Secretary shall add 
that reverted amount to the funds available 
for grants under section 108. 

TITLE II-MISCELLANEOUS 
SEC. 201. GREAT LAKES UNDERSEA RESEARCH 

CENTER. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-Subject to the limita

tions in subsections (a)(2)(A) and (a)(3) of 
section 106, and not later than December 31, 
1993, the Under Secretary of Commerce for 
Oceans and Atmosphere shall establish aNa
tional Undersea Research Center for the 
Great Lakes region in accordance with sec
tion 106 to implement the National Undersea 
Research Program established under section 
104 for that region, at a qualified institution. 

(b) DEFINITIONS.-For purposes of this sec
tion-

(1) "qualified institution" means an insti
tution of higher education-

(A) located directly on the shoreline of one 
of the Great Lakes; 

(B) with strong undergraduate and grad
uate programs in engineering, science, and 
technology as they may apply to undersea 
research; 

(C) with facilities for maintaining research 
vessels appropriate for deployment of equip
ment necessary to conduct undersea re
search; 

(D) with faculty and other personnel with 
expertise in undersea research; 

(E) which has received funding from the 
National Undersea Research Program in the 
past; and 

(F) which maintains cooperative institu
tional relationships with Federal agencies 
responsible for research work on the Great 
Lakes; and 

(2) "undersea research" has the meaning 
that term has in section 103(10). 
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SEC. 202. PROCEDURES FOR JOINT REVIEW OF 

RESEARCH PROPOSALS. 
The Under Secretary, in consultation with 

the Program Director, and jointly with the 
Director of the National Science Foundation 
and the Secretary of the Navy, shall-

(1) develop procedures for the submittal 
and joint review of proposals for research in 
priority research areas to be carried out with 
assistance from 2 or more agencies within 
the Department of Commerce, the National 
Science Foundation, or the Department of 
Defense; and 

(2) issue final rules establishing those pro
cedures by not later than 1 year after the 
date of the enactment of this Act. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
New Jersey [Mr. HUGHES] will be recog
nized for 20 minutes and the gentle
woman from Maryland [Mrs. BENTLEY] 
will be recognized for 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. HUGHES]. 

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, today the House of Rep
resentatives is debating H.R. 3247, the 
National Undersea Research Program 
Act of 1992. This bill was introduced on 
August 2, 1991 and referred to the Mer
chant Marine and Fisheries Committee 
for consideration. 

The Subcommittee on Oceanography, 
Great Lakes and the Outer Continental 
Shelf, chaired by Mr. HERTEL, and of 
which I am a member, has authority 
over civilian undersea research activi
ties conducted through the National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra
tion [NOAA]. The subcommittee held a 
hearing on H.R. 3247 on October 15, 
1991. At that hearing the subcommittee 
reviewed current civilian undersea re
search efforts and received rec
ommendation on Federal statutory 
changes that could be made to improve 
coordination between NOAA, academic 
users, National Undersea Research Pro
gram center directors, and the research 
community in general. 

Following this hearing, several rec
ommendations from witnesses were in
corporated into . H.R. 3247 and these 
were voted upon in a full committee 
markup session held on January 29, 
1992. The bill was then unanimously ap
proved by the Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries Committee. 

A substitute amendment brought to 
the House for consideration today is 
supported by the Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries Committee and the majority 
of the Committee on Science, Space, 
and Technology. The amendment 
makes three changes to the bill re
ported from the Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries Committee. 

First, it establishes 10 research re
gions, and provides a procedure for as
signing the existing six centers to each 
of those regions. Second, new language 
provides a 3-year trial time for re
searchers to respond to the comments 
by research proposal reviewers. Third, 
the bill does not specifically designate 
the Mid-Atlantic Bight Center, because 

it has been established since January 
when the bill was reported. 

Mr. Speaker, allow me to summarize 
the effect of this legislation. The bill 
before us authorizes by Federal statute 
the administrative framework for civil
ian undersea research. The Federal 
Government has engaged in undersea 
research since the early 1970's, and 
NOAA received its first appropriation 
for underwater research laboratory 
programs in 1976. Since 1980, the Na
tional Undersea Research Program has 
been credited with a broad array of 
successful projects. Studies of the sea 
and sea floor are conducted in coopera
tion with academic centers throughout 
the United States. 

However, during this time, there has 
never been a formal congressionally 
approved mechanism for coordinating 
undersea research. H.R. 3247 provides 
such a mechanism by establishing the 
Office of Under Sea Research within 
NOAA and giving it the responsibility 
for implementing projects based on 
seven specific national research prior
ities and selecting meritorious, results
oriented proposals based on those pri
orities. The priority areas include: 
ocean floor and mineral resource stud
ies; undersea exploration technologies; 
coastal ecosystems research; ocean and 
lake monitoring; and studies of proc
esses affecting climate change. Re
search projects will be selected and co
ordinated by the National · Undersea 
Research Program Director appointed 
to administer the program with the ad
vice of a non-Federal scientific adviser 
and steering committee. 

The bill establishes ten undersea re
search regions and grants NOAA there
sponsibility for conducting research in 
these regions through the six National 
Undersea Research Centers. Existing 
centers located at several universities 
and institutions will continue to serve 
their corresponding regions. These re
gional assignments are as follows: 

The Mid-Atlantic Bight Region-Rut
gers University; 

The North Atlantic and Great Lakes 
Regions-the University of Connecti
cut; 

The South Atlantic and Gulf of Mex
ico Regions-the University of North 
Carolina; 

The Alaska and West Coast Regions
the University of Alaska; 

The Western Pacific Region-the 
University of Hawaii; and 

The Caribbean Region-the Carib
bean Marine Research Center. 

All existing or new centers will be 
subjected to a 5-year review and sunset 
to ensure that quality research 
projects are fostered by the centers. 
Additional centers may be established, 
to include one for each region, given 
adequate appropriations. Centers can 
be established at institutions of higher 
education or oceanographic research, 
only in States bordering one of the des
ignated regions. 

Grant procedures for undersea re
search are standardized under H.R. 
3247, and at least 60 percent of funds 
appropriated must be used for actual 
research projects under grants or con
tracts. 

The bill provides an authorization for 
appropriations through fiscal year 1996 
for the National Undersea Research 
Program. The amounts for each fiscal 
year are as follows: $24 million in 1992; 
$29.2 million in 1993; $34.4 million in 
1994; $39.6 million in 1995; and $44.8 mil
lion in 1996. Appropriations in the cur
rent fiscal year amount to $15.2 mil
lion; the President's 1993 budget pro
posed to eliminate the program. 

Given the wide-range of support for 
this legislation, as well as the modi
fications included in the substitute 
amendment offered today, I ask that 
the House approve H.R. 3247 under sus
pension of the rules. 

0 1230 
Mr. Speaker, let me again congratu

late the distinguished gentleman from 
Michigan [Mr. HERTEL], the chairman 
of the subcommittee, for his outstand
ing work; the gentleman from Virginia 
[Mr. BATEMAN], who, although not with 
us today, was very actively involved in 
crafting this bill; and the gentlewoman 
from Maryland [Mrs. BENTLEY], who 
will be acting on his behalf today; and 
also the Committee on Science, Space 
and Technology for their work in 
crafting this particular legislation. 

It is a good bill, Mr. Speaker, and it 
warrants the Members' support. 

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mrs. BENTLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of this 
bill, which establishes in law an exist
ing National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration program. The bill 
makes several improvements by open
ing up and formalizing the National 
Undersea Research Program Center 
creation and grant making process, as 
has been outlined by .the gentleman 
from New Jersey [Mr. HUGHES]. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to join in com
mending the chairman, the gentleman 
from North Carolina [Mr. JONES], the 
chairman, the gentleman from Michi
gan [Mr. HERTEL], and the gentleman 
from Virginia [Mr. BATEMAN] for their 
leadership on this matter. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
WALKER]. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, in a year 
Members of this Congress are looking 
for ways to cut spending-look no fur
ther-voting against this bill, H.R. 
3247, provides just such an opportunity. 

H.R. 3247 would increase spending for 
a program Presidents have been trying 
to eliminate for over a decade. In fact, 
H.R. 3247 doesn't just increase spend
ing, it doubles it right away and nearly 
triples it in 3 more years. This legisla-
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tion epitomizes what's wrong with Con
gress. 

The administration opposes this bill 
and calls for undersea research to be 
paid for by the beneficiaries of its spe
cializes results-private industry and 
the States. There is just no justifica
tion for the American taxpayer to foot 
the bill for marine materials, minerals 
and productivity studies, submersible 
technology development or new diving 
techniques. This is not a time to be 
deficit spending on submarines, robots, 
and scuba equipment. 

Instead, this is a time to eliminate 
unneeded spending. And, be clear, vot
ing against H.R. 3247 is a vote not to 
spend $172 million. 

And NURP is truly a pork barrel pro
gram. 'Why, just this year, a $2 million 
grant was earmarked under the pro
gram to a university with absolutely 
no undersea research capability. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, an amendment 
has been offered that was advertised as 
an improvement, but it addresses none 
of the fundamental issues. It was draft
ed totally without Science Committee 
Republican input, and was never even 
considered, or for that matter, even 
discussed in the committee. In this 
case, not only is the product totally 
flawed, but so is the process. 

Mr. Speaker, I object to the sub
stitute. The amendment Mr. HERTEL is 
offering is not a joint committee sub
stitute because it was never considered 
by the Science Committee. In fact, it's 
not even a Merchant Marine and Fish
eries Committee substitute as they did 
not approve it either. Instead, it is 
merely a deal between some staff that 
is now being forwarded as a grand com
promise. It is a fraud in both form and 
substance. I object to its consideration 
and protest the process by which it was 
produced. 

Vote against H.R. 3247. 
Mr. Speaker, I would suggest to my 

colleagues that if they want to vote 
against something today, here is a 
good place to vote "no." 

Mrs. BENTLEY. Mr. Speaker, I have 
no further requests for time, and I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished gen
tleman from California [Mr. BROWN], 
chairman of the Committee on Science, 
Space and Technology. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of this bill, but it is not based 
upon any lengthy consideration in the 
Science Committee, and the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER], who 
has expressed his own dissatisfaction 
with the process, I think, has certain 
merit on his side. 

The bill was jointly referred, but it 
was not the view of the relevant mem
bers of the Committee on Science, 
Space and Technology that this was a 
matter which required any input from 
the Committee on Science, Space and 
Technology, and there is, as a matter 

of fact, an overlap in the two commit
tees. Certain members of the Commit
tee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries 
also serve on the Committee on 
Science, Space and Technology. There 
was a process of consultation that took 
place in an effort to reconcile certain 
differences, but it was an informal 
process. In my opinion, the action of 
the Committee on Merchant Marine 
and Fisheries is a reasonable and pru
dent action. 

There is some objection to this bill 
on the part of the administration, and, 
of course, the gentleman from Penn
sylvania [Mr. WALKER] has expressed 
his objections on those grounds and 
procedural grounds also. 

I am making this statement in order 
to put this matter in perspective to in
dicate that we have no formal position 
in our committee. I and a number of 
other members who have looked at the 
bill think it is a very valuable bill, but 
we are yielding to our friends on the 
Committee on Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries to perfect this legislation. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROWN. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. WALKER. Is it not true that the 
bill was modified to some extent, and 
the amendment being offered on the 
floor today was modified in order to 
take care of some Committee on 
Science, Space and Technology ques
tions that were raised and so, there
fore, it was a part of a deliberation 
process between the two committees? 
And that is really my objection here, 
that the minority was not included as 
those deliberations took place. 

Mr. BROWN. As I indicated, the proc
ess was strictly an informal process. I 
do not really know who participated in 
it. I hope the minority were included 
either at the staff or Member level, but 
I cannot say of my own knowledge that 
did take place. 

Mr. ROSE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong 
support of the amendment, and want to thank 
my colleagues on the Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries Committee for guiding this bill to the 
floor. 

As we prepare to continue consideration of 
the NASA authorization bill later today, let me 
remind my colleagues that space is not our 
only unexplored frontier. Our vast oceans are 
among the most complex and least under
stood of all our natural resources. Only during 
the last 20 years has technology allowed us to 
begin studying our oceans and Great Lakes in 
detail. We still have much to learn, and we are 
increasingly aware that the ocean's idiosyncra
sies can have a major bearing on our coastal 
communities. 

Five years ago an algae bloom known as 
the red tide began circulating through South 
Atlantic waters, killing fish and poisoning shell
fish throughout the area. Fishermen along the 
North Carolina coast were among the hardest 
hit. The Undersea Research Program has 
since provided answers to many of the ques
tions raised at that time. The better we under-

stand these processes, the better we can pre
pare for them in the future. 

I am fortunate to represent one of the exist
ing undersea research centers at the Univer
sity of North Carolina in Wilmington, NC. The 
center has carried out an ambitious and well
respected science program in the South Atlan
tic region. We can send a strong signal of 
support for UNC-Wilmington and other centers 
by approving this authorization. 

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, let me just say that the 
bill was reported out of the full Com
mittee on Merchant Marine and Fish
eries. It enjoyed wide support on both 
the Democratic and the Republican 
side of the aisle. It is a good bill. 

I am sorry that my colleague, the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania, is con
cerned about basically the failure to be 
consulted after it was sequentially re
ferred by the Parliamentarian to the 
Committee on Science, Space and 
Technology, but that is not of our 
making. We do not do the referrals, and 
we do not do the consultation. 

We acted in good faith in attempting 
to work out some compromises, which 
is the ordinary means in which we con
duct business around here with another 
committee that has other sequential 
concerns. 

Mr. Speaker, it is a good bill. Those 
that carry out undersea research are 
very competent professionals who have 
done an outstanding job. 

The benefits from this legislation are 
limitless. We know still so little about 
the oceans, and in trying to develop a 
rational ocean policy, this is one of the 
few initiatives we have at the Federal 
level to provide that kind of leader
ship. 

Mr. Speaker, let me just conclude by 
congratulating the gentleman from 
North Carolina [Mr. JONES], who is the 
author, as I understand it, of the legis
lation, for his work, and the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. DAVIS], for his 
work as ranking Republican, in 
crafting the legislation. 

Mr. JONES of North Carolina. Mr. Speaker, 
I sponsored H.R. 3247, the National Undersea 
Research Program Act of 1992. This bill es
tablishes the National Undersea Research 
Program [NURP] within the National Oceanic 
and Atmospheric Administration [NOAA]. An 
Office of Undersea Research, headed by a 
program director, is established to administer 
NURP. 

The bill directs that a non-Federal science 
advisor be appointed to advise the program di
rector on the scientific direction of the pro
gram. Additionally, a steering committee com
posed of outside scientists is established to 
advise the program director on the operation 
of NURP, the need to revise the research pro
gram, and the designation and operation of re
gional undersea research centers. 

The bill also establishes procedures for the 
modification of undersea regions, establish
ment of centers, and for reviewing and funding 
research within the centers. Appropriations are 
authorized for program administration and for 
research conducted by the centers. 
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A substitute amendment is being offered 

today with the bipartisan support of the Com
mittee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries and 
the majority of the Committee on Science, 
Space, and Technology. This amendment 
makes three major changes to the bill. 

First, it defines 1 0 areas of the coast as un
dersea regions. Since there are only six un
dersea research centers in existence, the bill 
establishes a procedure for assigning regional 
research responsibilities to the existing cen
ters. 

I anticipate that the assignment will closely 
resemble existing practice: the University of 
Connecticut will have responsibility for the 
North Atlantic and the Great Lakes regions; 
Rutgers University, the Mid-Atlantic Bight Re
gion; the University of North Carolina at Wil
mington, the South Atlantic and Gulf of Mexico 
regions; the Caribbean Marine Research Cen
ter, the Caribbean region; the University of 
Alaska, the Alaska region and the west coast 
of the United States; and the University of Ha
waii, the Western Pacific region. 

Second, because of concerns expressed by 
NOAA, the provision which allows researchers 
to respond to reviews of their research pro
posals will undergo a 3-year trial period. The 
steering committee is directed to review the 
effectiveness of this provision and recommend 
whether it should be changed or abolished. 
NOAA is then allowed to implement the rec
ommendation. 

Finally, the amendment drops the designa
tion of a Mid-Atlantic Bight Center because 
NOAA established this center after the bill was 
reported. 

NURP was administratively established with
in NOAA in 1980. The program funds under
sea scientific research through a network of 
six undersea research centers: the University 
of North Carolina at Wilmington; the University 
of Connecticut at Avery Point; the Caribbean 
Marine Research Center on Lee Stocking Is
land in the Bahamas; the University of Hawaii 
at Manoa; the University of Alaska at Fair
banks; and Rutgers University 

Since 1983, the Reagan and Bush adminis
trations have tried to eliminate NURP. In spite 
of this shortsighted recommendation, Con
gress has continued to appropriate funds for 
the program. In fact, appropriations have in
creased from $3.9 million in 1983 to $17.2 mil
lion in 1992. 

I believe that Congress supports this pro
gram because it recognizes the unique capa
bilities of NURP. NURP provides researchers 
with state of the art undersea equipment, such 
as remotely operated vehicles, submarines, 
and underwater laboratories, and the expertise 
to use it. These capabilities allow scientists to 
address the difficult research problems found 
in our coastal and oceanic waters. 

Passage of H.R. 3247 will provide a frame
work for operation of the program and a con
tinuity of funding which will allow NURP to 
continue its important role in oceanic and 
Great Lakes research. I urge all Members to 
support it. 

Mr. SAXTON. Mr. Speaker, I rise today in 
support of H.R. 3247, the National Undersea 
Research Program Act of 1992. This program 
and its undersea technologies has allowed us 
to expand beyond the confines of conventional 
research methods and lift the veil of ignorance 
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to better understand, discover, and protect the 
vast resources of our ocean environment. 

Whether we are discussing ecology, eco
nomics, or technological advancements, 
NURP has proven to be vital on all three 
fronts. 

In the past, the ecology of the ocean was 
often regarded as an infinite place to absorb 
our society's environmental quandries while at 
the same time supplying us with endless 
amounts of food and mineral resources. 

For instance, conventional wisdom argued 
that the 8 million tons of sewage sludge being 
dumped off the coast of New Jersey each 
year never reached the ocean floor. Rather, it 
was hypothesized that the sludge dispersed 
long before it could ever accumulate on the 
seafloor. However, since the Mid-Aitantic 
NURP Center, at Rutgers University in New 
Jersey, began studies on the fate of sewage 
sludge, we have learned that not only has it 
accumulated, but that many of the organisms 
and contaminants indicative of human waste 
remain within the ocean environment. 

What impact is this having on the recruit
ment of economically valuable species? Can 
human viruses and pathogens contained in 
sludge pass on to humans through the food 
chain? What about the many munitions dumps 
off our coast line-can they still pose a threat 
to marine resources and human health? 
These are serious questions which need an
swers. 

Economically, undersea technology and re
search have provided vital information regard
ing the health of fishery habitats and popu
lations. In the mid-Atlantic region alone, new 
fisheries have been established as a result of 
a NURP investigation on habitat requirements. 
This has led to additional industry jobs 
throughout the region-including seafood har
vesters, processors and marketers, not to 
mention the supporting industries for fishing 
vessels and gear. NURP can also assist in ad
justing fishery management to better reflect 
the needs of the resource and its sustain
ability. 

In addition, undersea research has lead to 
the discovery of new resources such as hydro
thermal vent systems-a potential future 
source of minerals-and the mapping of cul
tural resources such as marine sanctuaries 
and historic shipwrecks. The research through 
NURP on the environmental impacts of ships 
goundings have also lead to cost recovery 
necessary for repairing damaged reefs in the 
Florida keys. 

Lastly Mr. Speaker, and perhaps most im
portant of all, are the international, as well as 
national, implications undersea technology of
fers for the management of our ocean re
sources. 

The issue of natural resources and their 
sustainability on a global level will increasingly 
be the defining issues of international treaties 
in the future-as is evidenced by the up and 
coming June summit. The policies to be 
adopted by the nations of this world must be 
based on science and empirical knowledge 
and not the narrow focus of competing interest 
groups. As such, it is imperative that the Unit
ed States invest and encourage the develop
ment of technologies capable of enabling 
sound policy decisions and effective enforce
ment tools for managing the global commons. 

In this ever competitive world, I believe a 
primary factor for any healthy economy will 
depend on its technological and scientific com
petitiveness to address ecological issues of 
pollution and resource sustainability. The in
creasing clusters of private enterprise emerg
ing around sciences such as undersea tech
nology and pollution mitigation are evidence of 
this trend. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in support
ing the passage of H.R. 3247 and want to 
thank Chairman JONES and subcommittee 
Chairman HERTEL for the hard work they and 
their staffs committed in drafting this legisla
tion. 

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. Speaker, I rise in support 
of H.R. 3247 a bill to establish the National 
Undersea Research Program [NURP]. I have 
had a strong interest in NURP for several 
years and am very pleased that we are voting 
on the formal establishment of this program 
today. 

The NURP program has been in effect for 
over a decade, yet, year after year, the admin
istration either reduces or entirely eliminates 
the program from the budget and Congress is 
charged with the task of restoring funding 
through the appropriations process. 

This program has consistently proven its im
portant role in providing opportunities for the 
scientific community to conduct research not 
possible within the limits of traditional ship
based research and laboratories. 

NURP assists leading scientists with re
search in the Great Lakes, the oceans, and on 
the sea floor using the most modern tech
nology and undersea habitats. Undersea re
search has enhanced our knowledge of the 
dynamic processes governing our oceans in
creased our understanding of recruitment into 
the fisheries, and expanded our general 
knowledge of the deep sea environment. 

NURP has also contributed to advances in 
biotechnology and gear design, advanced un
derwater technology, and fostered the devel
opment of small businesses. 

I am pleased that this legislation expands 
the existing NURP program. Specifically, the 
bill defines 1 0 undersea regions and requires 
NOAA in consultation with a steering commit
tee to designate the responsibility for conduct
ing undersea research in these regions to indi
vidual national undersea research centers. 

Today there are six centers in existence, in
cluding one at Rutgers University in New Jer
sey. Although it was created as the New York 
Bight Center, clearly the intent is that the Rut
gers NURP Center retain the responsibility for 
the entire mid-Atlantic region as defined in 
H.R. 3247. 

Indeed, the creation of the NURP Center at 
Rutgers was essential so that important under
sea research in the mid-Atlantic region, par
ticularly ocean dumping monitoring at the 1 06-
mile site, could continue. 

I am also happy to see that the bill calls for 
outside peer review of research proposals and 
the appointment of an independent science 
advisor to the program director. In addition, I 
believe that the nine member steering commit
tee is appropriate to conduct oversight and 
periodic review of the undersea research cen
ters throughout the country as long as the 
membership maintains objectivity and a rep
resentative balance between the priority re
search areas. 
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The NURP program provides the oppor

tunity to study the processes governing ·our 
oceans and Great Lakes so that we may 
make the appropriate decisions regarding 
proper management and protection of these 
valuable resources. 

The statutory establishment of the National 
Undersea Research Program within the De
partment of Commerce is essential to dem
onstrate not only the value and importance of 
the Undersea Research Program, but our in
tention to strengthen and expand it as well. I 
strongly urge my colleagues' support for this 
very important legislation. 

Mr. GEJDENSON. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to express my strong support for H.R. 3247, 
legislation to authorize the National Undersea 
Research Program within the National Oce
anic and Atmospheric Administration. I would 
also like to take this opportunity to commend 
Chairman WALTER JONES of the full Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries Committee and Chair
man HERTEL of the Oceanography Sub
committee for their diligent work in bringing 
this important bill to the floor. 

Mr. Speaker, the oceans of this planet make 
up more than 317 million cubic miles or sev
enty one percent of the surface of the planet. 
Oceans have a significant impact on global 
temperature and weather patterns, yet we 
know very little about this resource. Enactment 
of this legislation will enable our scientists to 
more fully understand the mysteries of the 
oceans and help us to protect the ocean and 
freshwater resources more effectively. 

For several years, under the National Oce
anic and Atmospheric Administration, National 
Undersea Research centers, including one at 
the University of Connecticut, have been 
sponsoring and conducting research to help 
us to understand the mysteries of the oceans. 
This legislation will recognize the importance 
of that work to our planet and will establish a 
clear administrative framework for those cen
ters to operate. It is my belief that passage of 
this legislation will show that we are commit
ted to understanding the oceans and manag
ing the resources of this planet more effec
tively. 

As I mentioned one of the existing NURP 
centers is based in my district at the University 
of Connecticut [NURG-UCAP]. For the past 
several years, it has been been my good for
tune to know and work with Dr. Richard Coo
per, director of NURG-UCAP. Dick Cooper, 
Lance Stewart, lvar Babb, Douglas Lee and 
the other scientists at NURG-UCAP have 
been extremely important resources for me 
and my staff in understanding environmental 
and economic issues related to ocean dump
ing, sewage sludge, fisheries management, 
and the Georges Bank off the coast of Massa
chusetts, one of the richest fisheries in the 
world. 

But more important than the advice they 
have provided me are the research and edu
cational programs that NURP and NURG
UCAP have sponsored and will continue to ini
tiate and expand with passage of this legisla
tion. 

Since their inception in 1983, NURG
UCAP's research efforts have focused on both 
basic and mission oriented activities providing 
a greater understanding of some of the most 
crucial environmental and economic issues 

facing our nation's coastal areas. In particular, 
NURG-UCAP provides oceanic and fresh
water researchers the opportunity to use some 
of the most advanced underwater research 
technology that has been developed. A recent 
NOAA study reported that the biggest gaps in 
our understanding of oceanic processes are 
defined by the biases in traditional surface
based research techniques. NURG-UCAP is 
one of the world leaders in developing innova
tive undersea dive systems, including manned 
submersibles and unmanned undersea robotic 
vehicles that will help scientists to fill the gaps 
in our understanding. Passage of this legisla
tion will enable that effort to move forward. 

In 1984, NURG-UCAP conducted its first 
diving operation. Since that time, the robotic 
and manned submersible dive systems have 
provided support to more than 300 scientists 
from 16 States, 18 universities, numerous 
Government agencies and at least 6 countries. 

In particular, their efforts on ocean dumping, 
zebra mussels in the Great Lakes, aquatic pol
lution, and fisheries management issues have 
been extremely timely, considering the eco
nomic importance of the management and 
protection of commercial and recreational fish
eries of the Great Lakes and Northwestern At
lantic Ocean. These resources are estimated 
to be valued at more than $6 billion annually. 

NURG-UCAP scientists have been studying 
the ocean disposal of sewage sludge, particu
larly at the 1 06-mile site off the coast of New 
Jersey. By taking core samples from the 
ocean floor, NURP scientists will be able to 
get a better understanding of the effects of 
ocean dumping and can advise policymakers 
at the Environmental Protection Agency, 
NOAA, and in Congress on the effects of this 
dumping method and whether better alter
natives exist. 

NURG-UCAP scientists, through the use of 
traditional methods and submersibles, have 
been conducting extensive multidisciplinary re
search throughout the Great Lakes and the 
North Atlantic Ocean on fisheries habitat and 
the impacts of gillnets, lobster traps, trawls, 
and scallop drag gear. This will provide much 
needed information on fisheries productivity 
that will help to make more realistic esti
mations of fisheries productivity, improve the 
efficiency of fishing practices and more effec
tively manage our fisheries resources. 

Mr. Speaker, in addition to their research ef
forts, NURG-UCAP has established the High 
School Aquanauts Program, which is an inno
vative marine sciences education program. As 
the first such program of its kind in the Nation, 
the Aquanauts Program provides students the 
opportunity to experience the real scientific 
process. Scientists and educators develop 
specially designed marine sciences curricu
lum, the students then develop their own re
search project and during the summer have 
an opportunity to make deep sea and Great 
Lakes dives in a sophisticated submersible or 
work with unmanned underwater robots in the 
Long Island Sound. This program not only pro
vides potential future scientists with some true 
hands on experience, it also promotes a great
er understanding and appreciation for the 
ocean and for the need to protect it. 

Mr. Speaker, the scientists working through 
the National Undersea Research Program, 
whether it be at NURG-UCAP or the NURP 

Center in Hawaii or in North Carolina, or Alas
ka, do extremely important research on protr 
ably the least well understood part of the 
earth, the oceans. passage of this legislation 
will enable not only current marine scientists 
but future scientists to unlock the mysteries of 
the oceans. The potential for new discoveries 
in the seas and more sustainable manage
ment practices are tremendous. However, in 
order to move in that direction, it will take new 
technologies, new research systems like those 
being developed at NURG-UCAP, and a 
greater commitment to that effort to enable us 
to more fully understand, utilize and manage 
the aquatic resources that are there. 

Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup
port of H.R. 3247, the National Undersea Re
search Program Act of 1992, as amended. 

This bill establishes and authorizes by stat
ute the National Undersea Research Program. 

The committee amendment presented today 
represents the cooperative efforts of the mem
bers of the Merchant Marine and Fisheries 
and the Science, Space, and Technology 
Committees. 

I would like to thank Mr. Jones, chairman of 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries and Mr. Hertel, 
chairman of the Subcommittee on Oceanog
raphy, Great Lakes, and the Outer Continental 
Shelf for their help in moving this important 
legislation which will promote scientific re
search and development of new technologies 
in the oceanic frontier. 

Both of our committees are committed to 
this common goal. For instance recently we 
held a joint hearing to evaluate the current re
search on the fragile ecosystems of endan
gered coral reefs. 

These systems are threatened by extinction 
due to the increased amount of environmental 
stresses on the oceans. The coral reefs may 
be dying due to the effects of global physical 
changes such as increased temperatures, in
creased levels of ultraviolet radiation, and sea 
level changes, as well as the impact of human 
related activities including pollution and exploi
tation of fisheries. 

The fate of our oceans and the environment 
are a concern of all of us as a nation and the 
integrated program of oceanic and Great 
Lakes studies that are conducted within the 
National Undersea Research Program furthers 
that goal. 

With more understanding of how the biologi
cal, chemical, geological and physical systems 
integrate and control marine environments, we 
will be able to guide our decisions about the 
appropriate management and use of our 
oceans. 

I urge my colleagues to support this bill 
which is a vital source of support for research 
initiatives on the oceans and Great Lakes. 

Mr. PENNY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to ex
press my support for H.R. 3247, the Under
seas Research Authorization bill. This legisla
tion authorizes $172 million through fiscal year 
1996 for the National Undersea Research Pro
gram-a program which provides funds for im
portant research on various water and coastal 
ecosystems, ocean and lake organisms, proc
esses that affect global climate changes, 
ocean floor and mineral resource studies, and 
undersea exploration technology. I should note 
that the Bush administration has once again 
refused to request funding for this program. I 
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find it most interesting that this administration 
goes out of its way to urge funding for a multi
billion dollar space station to enhance re
search in outer space, but ignores important 
research that is necessary to learn about the 
ecosystem here on the planet Earth. To 
claim-as the administration and others here 
in Congress are doing-that this $172 million 
program is fiscally irresponsible, while praising 
the $120 billion space station as fiscally re
sponsible is very misleading. 

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. Speaker, I have no 
further requests for time, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MORAN). The question is on the motion 
offered by the gentleman from New 
Jersey [Mr. HUGHES] that the House 
suspend the rules and pass the bill, 
H.R. 3247, as amended. 

The question was taken. 
Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, on that I 

demand the yeas and nays. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 

D 1240 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. HUGHES. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re
marks and include therein extraneous 
material on H.R. 3247, the bill just con
sidered. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MORAN). Is there objection to the re
quest of the gentleman from New Jer
sey? 

There was no objection. 

PROVIDING FLEXffiiLITY TO SEC
RETARY OF AGRICULTURE TO 
CARRY OUT FOOD ASSISTANCE 
PROGRAMS IN CERTAIN COUN
TRIES 
Mr. BROWN. Mr. Speaker, I move to 

suspend the rules and pass the bill 
(H.R. 4774) to provide flexibility to the 
Secretary of Agriculture to carry out 
food assistance programs in certain 
countries. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H.R. 4774 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SEC. 1. USE OF FOREIGN CURRENCY PROCEEDS. 

Section 416(b)(7)(D)(iv) of the Agricultural 
Act of 1949 (7 U.S.C. 1431(b)(7)(D)(iv)) is 
amended-

(!) by striking' "and (II)" and inserting 
"(II)"; and 

(2) by striking the final period and insert
ing ", and (ill) in a country other than the 
country of origin, if such proceeds are gen
erated in a currency generally accepted in 
such other country.". 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
California [Mr. BROWN] will be recog
nized for 20 minutes and the gentleman 
from Missouri [Mr. COLEMAN] will be 
recognized for 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California [Mr. BROWN]. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to indicate 
that I am standing in for the distin
guished chairman of the Committee on 
Agriculture, the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. DE LA GARZA], who unfortunately 
could not be here today. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 4774 amends sec
tion 416 of the Agricultural Act of 1949 
to provide flexibility to the Secretary 
of Agriculture in carrying out the for
eign donation of surplus agricultural 
commodities. 

Current law requires, with minor ex
ception, that the proceeds from the 
sale of these donated commodities by 
private voluntary organizations or co
operatives be expended in the country 
in which the commodities are sold. 
H.R. 4774 authorizes the use of local 
currencies generated in one country to 
be used in another developing country, 
if that currency is generally accepted 
in the second country. 

H.R. 4774 is needed because sufficient 
currencies cannot be generated in the 
country of Nepal. To proceed with the 
anticipated assistance projects there 
which are aimed at increasing agricul
tural productivity and food self-suffi
ciency, it will be necessary to sell the 
commodities in India for rupees and 
then transfer the rupees to Nepal. The 
Committee on Agriculture and the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs, which 
share legislative jurisdiction in this 
area, both agree that this authority is 
intended to be used only in Nepal. 

I wish to thank chairman DANTE FAS
CELL of the Committee on Foreign Af
fairs for his cooperation in helping the 
Committee on Agriculture to bring 
H.R. 4774 to the floor so expeditiously. 

The Congressional Budget Office has 
notified the Committee on Agriculture 
that H.R. 4774 will not result in addi
tional budgetary outlays. 

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to submit 
a statement in support of H.R. 4774 by 
the chairman of the Committee on Ag
riculture, my colleague, Congressman 
E (KIKA) DE LA GARZA, which will be in
cluded under general leave. 

Mr. COLEMAN of Missouri. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R. 
4774, a bill that provides flexibility to 
the Secretary of Agriculture to carry 
out food assistance programs in devel
oping countries. The changes incor
porated in this bill are designed to help 
small, landlocked countries where eco
nomic, social, and geographic condi-

. tions make the transportation of com
modities difficult. 

H.R. 4774 amends section 416 of the 
Agricultural Act of 1949. Section 416 al
lows USDA to provide surplus commod
ities to developing countries. The bill 
before the House includes a minor, 
technical amendment that will allow 

the Secretary of Agriculture to ap
prove the use of local currencies gen
erated in one country to be used in an
other developing country, if that cur
rency is generally accepted in the sec
ond country. 

The Committee of Agriculture antici
pates that the amendment included in 
H.R. 4774 will be used only for pro
grams in Nepal, using currencies gen
erated in India. 

· Mr. Speaker, it is my understanding 
that the administration does not op
pose this bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
support H.R. 4774. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. BROWN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re
marks and include therein extraneous 
material on H.R. 4774, the bill now 
under consideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. DE LA GARZA. Mr. Speaker, I am 

pleased to rise in support of H.R. 4774, a bill 
to provide the Secretary of Agriculture flexibil
ity in carrying out the section 416 program of 
donation of surplus agricultural commodities to 
less developed countries. 

My colleague, Congressman GEORGE 
BROWN, has very ·adequately explained that 
the purpose of this legislation is to assist the 
country of Nepal in implementing agricultural 
and food projects through the use of rupees 
generated in India through the sale of United 
States agricultural commodities. With passage 
of this legislation, private voluntary organiza
tions working in Nepal can begin implementa
tion of these needed projects. 

Since the Committee on Agriculture did not 
have a report from the Congressional Budget 
Office on H.R. 4774 at the time the bill was re
ported by the committee, I am submitting a 
copy of CBO's subsequent letter to the Com
mittee noting the no-cost provisions of the bill. 

I want to also thank Chairman DANTE FAS
CELL of the Committee on Foreign Affairs for 
his usual good cooperation in ensuring prompt 
consideration of this bill by the House. 

The administration advises me that it has no 
objection to the passage of this bill. 

CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE, 
Washington, DC, April 9, 1992. 

Hon. E DE LA GARZA, 
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture, House of 

Representatives, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The Congressional 

Budget Office has reviewed H.R. 4774, a bill 
to provide flexibility to the Secretary of Ag
riculture to carry out food assistance pro
grams in certain countries, as ordered re
ported by the House Committee on Agri
culture on April 8, 1992. CBO estimates that 
enactment of H.R. 4774 would result in no 
cost to the federal government or to state or 
local governments. Enactment of H.R. 4774 
would affect a direct spending program, but 
would not change the amount of direct 
spending. The estimate required under clause 
8 of House Rule XXI is attached. 

H.R. 4774 would amend section 416 of the 
Agricultural Act of 1949. The amendment 
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would allow nonprofit agencies receiving 
commodities as food aid to use the cur
rencies generated from the sale of those 
commodities in a country other than the one 
where the commodities were sold, as long as 
the same currency was used in both coun
tries. Thus, commodities in the inventory 
held by the Commodity Credit Corporation 
(CCC) and given as food aid under section 416 
for Nepal could be sold in India and the ru
pees used to further the projects undertaken 
by the nonprofit agencies in Nepal. 

CBO estimates that enactment of H.R. 4774 
would result in no additional outlays be
cause the bill would not affect the quantity 
of CCC commodities used under section 416 
authority. Surplus commodities in the in
ventory are extremely limited, and we an
ticipate that only dairy products, especially 
nonfat dry milk and butter, will be allocated 
for use under section 416. While the bill 
would give nonprofit agencies more flexibil
ity in the use of those commodities, we ex
pect that CCC would not provide any addi
tional commodities as a result of this 
change. 

If you wish further details on this esti
mate, we will be pleased to provide them. 
The CBO staff contact is Eileen Manfredi, 
who can be reached at 226-2860. 

Sincerely, 
ROBERT D. REISCHAUER, 

Director. 
CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE ESTIMATE 1 

The applicable cost estimate of this act for 
all purposes of sections 252 and 253 of the 
Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit 
Control Act of 1985 shall be as follows: 

[By fiscal year, in millions of dollars) 

1992 1993 1994 1995 

Changes in outlays ...... ........................... ... ...... 0 0 0 0 
Changes in receipts ... .. ............................... ..... (I) (I) (ll (1) 

1 Not applicable. 

Mr. COLEMAN of Missouri. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
BROWN] that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 4774. 

The question was taken; and (two
thirds having voted in favor thereof) 
the rules were suspended and the bill 
was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

RECOGNIZING 50TH ANNIVERSARY 
OF BATTLE OF THE CORAL SEA 
Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker, 

I move to suspend the rules and agree 
to the concurrent resolution (H. Con. 
Res. 311) recognizing the 50th anniver
sary of the Battle of the Coral Sea, 
paying tribute to the United States
Australian relationship, and reaffirm
ing the importance of cooperation be
tween the United States and Australia 
within the region. 

1 An estimate of H.R. 4774 as ordered reported by 
the House Committee on Agriculture on April 8, 
1992. This estimate was transmitted by the Congres
sional Budget Office on April 9, 1992. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
H. CON. RES. 311 

Whereas in 1992 the United States and Aus
tralia are commemorating the 50th anniver
sary of the Battle of the Coral Sea, during 
which a joint American and Australian naval 
force first began to turn back the tide of ag
gression thereby securing Australia from in
vasion and greatly enhancing allied morale 
and resolve; 

Whereas the alliance between the United 
States and Australia during World War II 
was formalized in the 1951 Security Treaty 
commonly referred to as the "ANZUS Trea
ty", which provides that the United States 
and Australia will act to meet the common 
danger in the event of an armed attack in 
the Pacific against either country; 

Whereas the alliance between the United 
States and Australia has been characterized 
by an extraordinary degree of cooperation 
that includes information sharing, combined 
exercises, joint training and educational pro
grams, and joint facilities; 

Whereas the relationship between the 
United States and Australia goes well be
yond security cooperation, and is based on 
common values and beliefs, such as respect 
for international law, human rights, and the 
fundamental concepts underlying the demo
cratic process; 

Whereas this relationship is strengthened 
by a long tradition of friendship, as well as 
cultural and educational exchanges; and 

Whereas the United States and Australia 
share a wide range of common interests in 
Asia and the Pacific, such as growth and lib
eralization of international trade, as well as 
regional ·cooperation on economic develop
ment, environmental protection, and the 
peaceful settlement of disputes: Now, there
fore, be it 

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the 
Senate concurring), That on the occasion of 
the 50th anniversary of the Battle of the 
Coral Sea, the Congress-

(!)pays tribute to the relationship between 
the United States and Australia, and looks 
forward to the continued growth and devel
opment of this relationship; 

(2) reaffirms the importance of security co
operation between the United States and 
Australia and the importance of their mu
tual security commitments; and 

(3) expresses its strong support for contin
ued close cooperation between Australia and 
the United States on economic and security 
issues in Asia and the Pacific. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
American Samoa [Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA] 
will be recognized for 20 minutes and 
the gentleman from California [Mr. LA
GOMARSINO] will be recognized for 20 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from American Samoa [Mr. 
F ALEOMAVAEGA] . 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent that all Mem
bers may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re
marks and include therein extraneous 
material on House Concurrent Resolu
tion 311, the concurrent resolution now 
under consideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from American Samoa? 

There was no objection. 

Mr. F ALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to strongly 
urge our colleagues to adopt House 
Concurrent Resolution 311, a resolution 
having wide bipartisan support, which 
was introduced by the distinguished 
gentleman from New York, Mr. STE
PHEN SOLARZ, and the distinguished 
gentleman from Iowa, Mr. JIM LEACH. 

Mr. Speaker, this . resolution com
memorates the joining in arms of Unit
ed States and Australian naval forces 
in one of the Allies' finest hours in the 
Pacific Theater of World War II. 

On May 4, 1942, a joint force of Amer
ican and Australian warships engaged 
the enemy's fearsome war machine--a 
victorious naval force consisting of 69 
vessels and 313 aircraft that had never 
experienced defeat nor been stopped in 
its campaign to subjugate the Pacific. 

This week marks 50th anniversary of 
the Allied victory in the Battle of the 
Coral Sea. 

In this historic battle, the Axis ar
mada was stymied in its planned inva
sion and bombing of Port Moresby, 
New Guinea, and Australia, as Amer
ican and Australian warships stopped 
the tide of aggression at the Louisades 
Archipelago. 

The victory was pivotal as it marked 
the first Allied strategic victory in the 
Pacific, pumping up morale for Amer
ican and Australian forces and 
strengthening the resolve of our coun
tries. 

The Battle of the Coral Sea also ush
ered in a new era, in which the enemy 
was put on the defensive in the Pacific, 
a position from which they never re
covered. 

As a Member from the Pacific Is
lands, a veteran of the Vietnam con
flict, and a citizen of this great coun
try, I salute the 625 individuals from 
the United States and Australian mili
tary forces who in May of 1942 sac
rificed their lives for the sake of free
dom. 

In the name of liberty and democ
racy, their spilled blood shall never be 
forgotten. 

As we remember this battle of 50 
years ago, I think it fitting that we 
honor the legacy of the sacrifice of 
these individuals by paying tribute to 
the extraordinarily deep friendship and 
close relationship that has endured be
tween the United States and Australia. 

In addition to the joint promotion of 
international trade and regional eco
nomic development, the security co
operation between our countries-the 
ANZUS Treaty, forged by bonds of 
blood in the heat of war-shall ensure 
that freedom shall always reign su
preme in the Pacific. 

Mr. Speaker, I cannot more urge_ntly 
call upon our colleagues to support 
passage of this measure that honors 
our common heritage--the respect for 
human rights and international law, 
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the trust in free market economies, 
and the fundamental belief in govern
ment by democratic rule-that intrin
sically binds Australia together with 
our Nation. 

Mr. Speaker, I include the following 
material on this subject: 

CHENEY HELPS MARK 50TH ANNIVERSARY OF 
WWllBATTLE 

(By Paul Alexander) 
SYDNEY, AUSTRALIA, May 1, 1992.-U.S. 

warships arrived in Sydney today to help 
mark the 50th anniversary of the Battle of 
the Coral Sea, one of the turning points of 
the allies' World War II fight against Japan. 

The May 4-9, 1942, clash of Australia's 
north coast marked the first setback for Ja
pan's fleet in its dramatic takeover of the 
South Pacific. 

The battle also was the first time in naval 
history that combatants fought out of eye
sight of each other. The battle cost 543 
American lives and the aircraft carrier USS 
Lexington. The Japanese lost 1,074 men and 
a carrier. 

U.S. Defense Secretary Dick Cheney and 
Australian Prime Minister welcomed a flo
tilla of 11 U.S. and Australia warships into 
Sydney Harbor this morning, including the 
aircraft carrier USS Independence and its 
4,500 crewmen. The ships have been conduct
ing military exercises for four days. 

Cheney, who arrived Thursday from Indo
nesia, called the Battle of the Coral Sea "a 
decisive moment * * * that marked the be
ginning of our long drive toward victory in 
the Pacific campaign." 

As the Independence docked, about 60 pro
testers paddled around the ship in kayaks 
and rubber boats to protest possible nuclear 
weapons onboard. The United States neither 
confirms or denies the presence of such 
weapons. Police said 10 demonstrators were 
arrested. 

Another 50 protesters onshore waved ban
ners that criticized the United States for al
legedly bringing nuclear weapons into the 
harbor and continuing nuclear testing. 

The Battle of the Coral Sea came amidst a 
streak of allied failures in 1942. They had 
lost Singapore, the Philippines and the key 
town of Rabaul in New Guinea. the Japanese 
bombed Australia's northernmost city, Dar
win, in a surprise attack surpassed only by 
the assault on Pearl Harbor. 

On May 3, reconnaissance planes observed 
a large Japanese fleet heading south to try 
to capture Port Moresby, New Guinea, which 
Australia held. 

Such a Japanese move would have cut off 
Australia from the allies and allowed the 
Japanese to raid Australia with land-based 
aircraft. 

On May 6, allied B-17 bombers attacked, 
leading to the battle and to the Japanese 
withdrawal. 

WWll VETERANS RE-ENACT WARTIME 
TRANSPORT TO ALLIED STAGING CENTER 

(By Paul Alexander) 
ROCKHAMPTON, AUSTRALIA, May 4, 1992.

With memories of camaraderie and carnage, 
aging World War II veterans relived a train 
trip that marked the start of their voyage to 
the jungles of New Guinea or to naval ships 
heading to battle. 

On the four-day trip that began Sunday, 
113 former soldiers, nurses and their spouses 
were traveling from Brisbane to Townsville, 
a major staging center for Allied forces in 
the South Pacific. 

The trip was one of a series of commemora
tions of the 50th anniversary of the pivotal 

Battle of the Coral Sea, which marked the 
first time that Japan's Navy might was 
blunted. 

In the battle, 21 U.S. and Australian war
ships turned back a fleet of more than 50 
Japanese ships heading to Port Moresby, 
New Guinea, a key base from which land
based bombers could have attacked Aus
tralia. 

Defense Secretary Dick Cheney and Edu
cation Secretary Lamar Alexander were to 
represent President Bush at the 10 days of 
activities, mainly in Sydney and Townsville, 
to commemorate the May 7-8 battle. 

Aboard the refurbished 1940s-era train, 
some veterans dressed in commemorative 
wool uniforms and carried their original .303-
calibre rifles, or wore medals pinned to their 
shirt pockets and the hallmark Australian 
slouch hat, tilted at a rakish angle. 

The decades melted away as the veterans 
described a war that many Australians 
feared would bring invading troops to their 
shores. 

"Everybody was anxious, but you just ac
cepted things in those days," said Oren Rob
inson of Sacramento, Calif., who edits a vet
erans newspaper and was one of two Ameri
cans making the trip. "There was a lot of 
work to be done. We worked around the 
clock." 

Robinson went on to serve in Brisbane, Ad
miralty Island and New Guinea, repairing PT 
boats. "The jungle was so deep if you took 
two steps off you'd be lost," he recalled. 

On the original transport, soldiers were 
packed in like sardines. One veteran dem
onstrated how some climbed onto the wire
mesh luggage racks to escape the crush and 
sleep. 

"The last couple of weeks, we've gone back 
50 years," said Charlie Carlow, 69, who 
looked younger than his age in a well
pressed olive-drab uniform. "This is one of 
the best times of my life since the war." 

At stops along the way, the troop train 
veterans feted like the conquering heroes 
they once were. 

Flag-waving crowds flooded each station. 
Along the route that winds through rolling 
countryside and sugar-cane plantations, a 
few people saluted. A fisherman took time 
from reeling in a catch to wave. 

A group of U.S. Army jeep aficionados, 
their vehicles restored to near-mint condi
tion, saw the train off in Brisbane on Sun
day. Bagpipe troupes awaited in three towns, 
a brass band and shots of local rum in an
other. 

Abroad, the veterans swapped tales of 
courage, romance and life under the threat 
of invasion. But most were anxious to put 
the darkest memories behind them. 

"I was up in Bougainville, and I lost my 
friend there," Carlow said. "I think about it 
from time to time, but I can't let anything 
worry me." 

[From the Washington Times, May 2, 1992] 
U.S. SHIPS TO MARK BATTLE OF CORAL SEA 
SYDNEY, AUSTRALIA.-U.S. warships ar-

rived in Sydney yesterday to help mark the 
50th anniversary of the Battle of the Coral 
Sea, one of the turning points of the Allies' 
World War II fight against Japan. 

The May 4-9, 1942, clash off Australia's 
north coast marked the first setback for Ja
pan's fleet in its dramatic attempt to take
over the South Pacific. 

The battle also was the first time in naval 
history that combatants fought out of eye
sight of each other. The battle cost 543 
American lives and the aircraft carrier USS 
Lexington. The Japanese lost 1,074 men and 
a carrier. 

PARADE HONORS CORAL SEA VETERANS 
SYDNEY, AUSTRALIA, May 2, 1992 (AP).

More than 10,000 people lined Sydney's main . 
street Saturday to watch 4,000 American and 
Australian military personnel march to com
memorate the 1942 Battle of the Coral Sea. 

U.S. Defense Secretary Dick Cheney, who 
is in Australia for the Coral Sea anniversary, 
said Australia and the United States have 
developed a special bond. 

"A partnership developed between the two 
countries deeply committed to liberty," said 
Cheney. "That relationship has grown over 
the years as Australia and the United States 
continue to join together to defend free
dom." 

The May 4-9, 1942 battle off Australia's 
north coast marked the first setback for Ja
pan's fleet in its dramatic takeover of the 
South Pacific. World War II historians say it 
changed the course of the war in the Pacific. 

"It was the first time the Japanese ad
vance in the Pacific took a strategic back
ward step," Australian Prime Minister Paul 
Keating told a reception in Sydney's Town 
Hall following the parade. 

Nine anti-nuclear protesters were arrested 
during the parade. A spokesman for the 
group said it was protesting the possible 
presence of nuclear arms on board the U.S.S. 
Independence aircraft carrier and other ves
sels in Sydney Harbor as part of the Coral 
Sea commemorations. 

The United States neither confirms or de
nies the presence of nuclear weapons on its 
ships off Australia. 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I make this statement 
on behalf of myself and the gentleman 
from Michigan [Mr. BROOMFIELD], the 
ranking Republican on the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs. 

Mr. Speaker, 50 years ago, the United 
States was engaged in a terrible con
flict against the Axis Powers. We had 
already suffered tremendous losses at 
Pearl Harbor, in the Philippines, and in 
other areas of the Pacific during the 
opening months of the war. 

Although many years of war still lay 
ahead, the tide in the Pacific began to 
turn when the United States and Aus
tralian naval forces defeated the Japa
nese at the Battle of the Coral Sea. 
This victory secured Australia from in
vasion and greatly boosted the morale 
of the Allies. 

The resolution before us commemo
rates the 50th anniversary of this fa
mous battle. It also recognizes and re
affirms the strong ties of friendship be
tween the United States and Australia 
that led to our alliance during World 
War II, and continue today. 

The guns of war have long been si
lenced, and we count our former en
emies among our friends today. This 
resolution, however, recalls another 
time. It also pays tribute to another 
friendship-with Australia-which has 
been long and enduring. 

I would like to commend Delegate 
F ALEOMA V AEGA, Chairman F AS CELL, 
and Congressmen SOLARZ and LEACH 
for their efforts in bringing this resolu
tion before us in this timely manner. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
resolution. 
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Mr. Speaker, I have no further re
quests for time, and I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. I want to personally thank 
the distinguished gentleman from Cali
fornia [Mr. LAGOMARSINO] for his sup
port and assistance in providing for the 
passage, hopefully, of this important 
resolution. 

Mr. Speaker, I also want to express 
my appreciation again to the gen
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLARZ] 
and the gentleman from Iowa [Mr. 
LEACH] both of whom necessarily have 
had to be absent today in view of their 
meeting at this time at the White 
House with the President. 

Again I want to thank the gentleman 
from California. This was a very impor
tant and historical . battle that took 
place in World War ll. The outcome of 
this battle literally saved Australia 
from further aggression by enemy 
forces. Currently, I believe, our Sec
retary of Defense, Mr. Cheney, and our 
Secretary of Education, Mr. Lamar Al
exander, have both been appointed by 
our President to represent us at the 
proceedings in commemoration cere
monies now taking place in Australia. 
Certainly, we want to express our ap
preciation to the good people of Aus
tralia for maintaining such a lasting 
and good relationship with us for all 
these years. 

Mr. Speaker, I would be remiss if I 
did not recognize the outstanding con
tributions made by our Asia-Pacific 
Subcommittee staff director, Mr. Stan
ley Roth and my legislative counsel, 
Mr. En ere Levi, for their research and 
thorough preparation made for this 
legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, I have no further re
quests for time, and I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
MORAN). The question is on the motion 
offered by the gentleman from Amer
ican Samoa [Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA] that 
the House suspend the rules and agree 
to the concurrent resolution (H. Con. 
Res. 311). 

The question was taken; and (two
thirds having voted in favor thereof), 
the rules were suspended and the con
current resolution was agreed to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

TIME TO DECLARE A TRUCE AND 
GET BACK TO WORK: THE PRESI
DENT SHOULD UNITE US, NOT 
DIVIDE US 
(Mr. PANETTA asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks and include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Speaker, we are a 
deeply troubled nation. The violence in 
Los Angeles, the dissatisfaction with 

our national leaders, are symptoms of 
that distress. This is a time when our 
leaders should unite our country, not 
divide us. 

Therefore, I was disheartened when 
the President sent his press secretary 
out not to heal, not to propose solu
tion, but to blame the tragedy in Los 
Angeles on, of all people, Lyndon John
son. 

My God, Mr. President, the time has 
come to stop trying to make excuses, 
stop blaming others, and assume re
sponsibility. Lyndon Johnson has been 
dead nearly 20 years. In families, it's 
the children who blame each other for 
problems. Adults seek to bring peace, 
to work out solutions. 

Mr. President and Mr. Speaker, let us 
be adults. Today, I am calling on the 
President and the leaders of Congress 
to declare a national truce-a political 
cease-fire-so that we can address the 
real issues in our family-the decline 
of our economy, health care, education, 
the budget deficit, and the deep divi
sions in our society. 

After Labor Day, there will be plenty 
of time for a hard-fought campaign and 
a vigorous debate on the issues. But be
tween now and then, let's put aside our 
partisan differences and put in 4 
months of hard work together. Now is 
the time for our leaders to lead. 

Mr. Speaker, we are a deeply trou
bled nation. The violence and hatred 
we have seen in Los Angeles is a symp
tom of our distress. But it is not the 
only symptom. The anger of the Amer
ican people toward the Congress and 
the President, and their dissatisfaction 
with the current crop of Presidential 
candidates, are also symptoms, as are 
the surveys that show the public con
cerned about the entire direction in 
which the Nation is headed. 

The problems causing wide dis
content among Americans of all class
es, of all races, of all geographic areas, 
are well known: The continued exist
ence of a class of people mired in deep 
poverty, with little hope of success for 
themselves or future generations; an 
economy in long-range decline that is 
unable to lift the poor into the middle 
class or even to sustain the middle 
class it created; an educational system 
in which millions of parents can no 
longer have confidence; a health care 
system whose costs are out of control 
but that still leaves over 30 million 
Americans without access to care and 
most of the rest feeling inadequately 
protected; an infrastructure that is 
badly out of shape; a crime problem 
that adds an element of fear to the 
lives of millions of Americans; increas
ing global environmental threats; and 
racial divisions that seem to grow 
more complex and bitter with each 
passing year despite the successes of 
the past three decades. 

The list goes on, and there is rarely 
any respite from the anxiety caused by 
these problems. The events in Los An-

geles focused our attention for now on 
racial and economic injustice, as well 
as the crime issue, but soon the broad
er issue of economic growth, as well as 
education and health care will compete 
again for our attention. 

There is one uniting theme to all of 
these problems. And that is the inabil
ity and perhaps the unwillingness of 
the President and the Congress to at
tack these problems head on. This in
ability to act is not just a public per
ception. It is a stark reality. And it is 
raising the question for many of 
whether our system of government 
works anymore. 

I believe that is one of the reasons 
that Ross Perot has so much support. 
Here is a person whose only apparent 
qualification for President is that he is 
a self-made billionaire who says he will 
get things done. He tells us little of his 
views, his ideas. But he gets tremen
dous support. I see in that support a re
jection of our system, because millions 
of people simply want one man to take 
office and solve the Nation's problems. 
When a large percentage of the public 
in a democracy is willing to abdicate to 
one individual that kind of power with
out even knowing his views, that de
mocracy is in danger. 

How have we reached this state of pa
ralysis and despair? There are many 
causes. 

First, since 1968, with the exception 
of 4 years, we have had divided govern
ment in Washington, with the Presi
dency controlled by Republicans and at 
least one but usually both Houses of 
Congress controlled by Democrats. We 
can spend as much time as we want 
analyzing why this has been the case, 
but it is a reality. At times, this has 
not stood in the way of accomplish
ments. But in recent years, coopera
tion has been rare. While there have 
been a few major achievements, the 
American people have mostly watched 
Congress and the President push and 
pull over critical issues and produce 
little or nothing, pushing the tough is
sues choices off to another day. 

Under these circumstances, it takes 
great leadership, particularly from a 
President but also from the Congress, 
to produce· real successes. With a few 
exceptions, that leadership simply has 
not been there. 

Another problem has been the 
debasement of politics to the sound 
bite and the 30-second commercial. 
Today, the most important skill for a 
politician is the ability to simplify his 
thoughts into a 5-second sound bite or 
even less. Intelligence, thoughtfulness, 
courage, hard work, and the other 
qualities we used to associate with 
good legislators have less and less to do 
with success. 

Meanwhile, our elections are domi
nated by the 30-second spot and raising 
the money that is needed to get it on 
the air. There is nothing inherently 
wrong with a campaign commercial. 
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But when campaigns are dominated by 
ads that are devoid of content, except 
to attack the opposing candidate, they 
are useless in terms of providing voters 
with the information they need to 
make their decision. 

In the 1980's, Ronald Reagan was re
elected on a "morning in America" 
theme. He won a huge victory by com
pletely evading the real issues, and 
candidates have found it useful since 
then to steer farther and farther from 
the real issues. The other way can
didates now avoid the real issues is the 
30-second attack ad, in which one vote, 
or one relatively minor mistake or ac
tion, is trumped up into a cause cele
bre. The voter never has a chance to 
hear the candidates on the real issues, 
because they are doing everything they 
can to avoid them. 

To finance these ever more expensive 
campaigns, candidates are raising more 
and more money from more and more 
special interests. Too often, that 
money carries with it unspoken obliga
tions, which also can prevent necessary 
action by the President and the Con
gress. 

Another reason we have been para
lyzed by these issues is their sheer dif
ficulty and complexity. A $4 trillion 
debt is incredibly intimidating. It 
stands before us like Mount Everest. 
The difference is that a mountain 
climber can take years to train and 
prepare to climb a mountain. But every 
year we wait to attack our fiscal prob
lems, the debt just piles higher and 
higher. The same is true for most of 
our other problems. They are bad and 
only get more difficult with each pass
ing year. 

The more difficult it is to deal with 
real problems, the more the system re
lies on partisanship and false issues as 
a way of shifting blame and diverting 
the attention of the people. And we 
have seen little else around this insti
tution over the past few months. It's 
like a matador waving his cape at a 
bull to divert its deadly horns away 
from his body. Every once in a while, 
though, it doesn't work, and the mata
dor is gored by the bull. Today, that 
bull is the American people, and the 
fate of that matador will be the fate of 
the President and the Congress this 
November if we don't face up to the 
real issues now. And we will deserve 
that fate. 

Today, I am calling for a nati-onal 
truce. I am calling on the President 
and the Congress, Democrats and Re
publicans, to work together now to ad
dress the difficult economic problems 
and other issues facing the American 
people. That is what the American peo
ple want, and it is what they deserve. 

I don't mean a permanent truce. 
That would be unrealistic and probably 
not desirable. This is an election year, 
and a tough debate on the issues is 
both inevitable and necessary. But at a 
time when this Nation is facing its 

most serious long-term economic chal
lenges in decades, we should make 
every effort to put partisanship aside 
to address the problems at hand. 

I propose that from today until 
Labor Day, the traditional beginning of 
the Presidential campaign, we mini
mize the partisanship, we face up to 
our responsibilities, we tackle the hard 
choices. Four months-eighteen 
weeks-of hard work, cooperation, and 
accomplishment. 

I am not asking for a miracle. I just 
think it's time to get past the false is
sues and do the work we were elected 
to do, the President and the Congress 
alike. 

There is an ambitious agenda in front 
of us-completion of a 1993 budget and 
enactment of appropriations bills, 
health care reform, education reform, 
campaign reform, extension of unem
ployment benefits, and many others. 

The American people are frustrated 
and angry. They are crying out for 
leadership to address the problems fac
ing their Nation. Americans love their 
country, and they see it drifting in a 
direction from which there may be no 
return. They want us to turn it back in 
the right direction. We can do that, if 
we are willing to make the tough 
choices. 

Mr. Speaker, I call on you and the 
minority leader to join with the major
ity and minority leaders in the Senate 
and the President in calling a national 
truce. The time has come for our lead
ers to lead. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 
Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I have a 

parliamentary inquiry. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

MORAN). The gentleman will state it. 
Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, is it not 

a violation of the rules of the House for 
Members who speak in the well to ad
dress the President of the United 
States directly? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen
tleman is correct. 

Mr. WALKER. Is the Chair prepared 
to remind Members of their obligation 
in this regard? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair earlier today reminded Members 
that they are not to address the Presi
dent of the United States from the 
well, and the Chair regrets that he did 
not notice the apparent recurrence of 
that problem. Members are again ad
monished to address their remarks to 
the Chair. 

PROVIDING FOR FURTHER CONSID
ERATION AND POSTPONING OF 
VOTES ON H.R. 4364, NATIONAL 
AERONAUTICS AND SPACE AD
MINISTRATION MULTIYEAR AU
THORIZATION ACT OF 1992 
Mr. BROWN. Mr. Speaker, on the as

sumption that we are now about to pro-

ceed to the Committee of the Whole for 
further consideration of H.R. 4364, I ask 
unanimous consent that during further 
consideration of H.R. 4364 pursuant to 
House Resolution 432 the Chairman of 
the Committee of the Whole may post
pone until a time during further con
sideration in the Committee of the 
Whole on a subsequent legislative day 
any recorded votes that may be re
quested on amendments; further 

That the Committee of the Whole 
may proceed to consider titles out of 
the order in which they appear in the 
text; and further 

That the Committee of the Whole 
may proceed to later titles without 
prejudice to further proceedings in a 
title in which a question has been post
poned. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen
tleman from California? · 

There was no objection. 

AERONAUTICS AND NATIONAL 
SPACE 
MULTIYEAR 
ACT OF 1992 

ADMINISTRATION 
AUTHORIZATION 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu
ant to House Resolution 432, and rule 
XXIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the State of the Union for the further 
consideration of the bill, H.R. 4364. 
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IN THE COMMI'ITEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly, the House resolved it
self into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for the 
further consideration of the bill, H.R. 
4364, with Mr. PANETrA (Chairman pro 
tempore) in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. When 

the Committee of the Whole rose on 
Wednesday, April 29, 1992, title II was 
open to amendment at any point and 
we will return to title II at a · later 
time. · Pursuant to the order of the 
House of today, title III is now open to 
amendment. Any recorded votes on 
amendments that may be requested 
today will be postponed to a subse
quent legislative day. 

The Clerk will designate title ill. 
The text of title III is as follows: 

TITLE Ill-GENERAL PROVISIONS 
SEC. 301. USE OF FUNDS FOR CERTAIN ITEMS 

AND GRANTS. 
(a) Notwithstanding titles I and II, appropria

tions authorized in this Act for "Research and 
Development" and "Space Flight, Control, and 
Data Communications" may be used-

(1) tor any items of a capital nature (other 
than installations of the National Aeronautics 
and Space Administration tor the performance 
of research and development contracts; and 

(2) for grants to nonprofit institutions of high
er education, or to nonprofit organizations 
whose primary purpose is the conduct of sci
entific research, tor purchase or construction of 
additional research facilities. 

(b) Title to facilities described in subsection 
(a)(2) shall be vested in the United States unless 
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the Administrator determines that the national 
program of aeronautical and space activities 
will best be served by vesting title in the grantee 
institution or organization. Each grant under 
subsection (a)(2) shall be made under such con
ditions as the Administrator shall determine to 
be required to ensure that the United States will 
receive therefrom benefit adequate to justify the 
making of that grant. 

(c) None ot the funds appropriated for "Re
search and Development" and "Space Flight, 
Control, and Data Communications" pursuant 
to this Act may be used in accordance with this 
section tor the construction of any facility. the 
estimated cost of which, including collateral 
equipment, exceeds $750,000, unless the Adminis
trator has notified the Committee ott Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation of the Senate and 
the Committee on Science, Space, and Tech
nology of the House of Representatives of the 
nature, location, and estimated cost of such fa
cility. 
SEC. 302. AVAILABILITY OF APPROPRIATED 

AMOUNTS. 
Appropriations authorized under this Act for 

"Research and Development", tor "Space 
Flight, Control, and Data Communications", or 
tor "Construction of Facilities" may remain 
available until expended. Appropriations au
thorized under this Act tor "Research and Pro
gram Management" tor maintenance and oper
ation of facilities and for other services shall re
main available through the next fiscal year fol
lowing the fiscal year tor which such amount is 
appropriated. 
SEC. 303. USE OF FUNDS . SCIENTIFIC CONSULTA· 

TIONS AND EXTRAORDINARY EX
PENSES. 

Appropriations authorized under this Act tor 
"Research and Program Management" may be 
used, but not to exceed $35,000, tor scientific 
consultations or extraordinary expenses upon 
the approval or authority of the Administrator, 
and the Administrator's determination shall be 
final and conclusive upon the accounting offi
cers of the Government. 
SEC. 304. CONSTRUCTION OF FACIUTIES RE· 

PROGRAMMING. 
Appropriations authorized under this Act tor 

"Construction of Facilities"-
(1) in the discretion of the Administrator or 

the Administrator's designee, may be varied up
ward by 10 percent; or 

(2) following a report by the Administrator or 
the Administrator's designee to the Committee 
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation of 
the Senate and the Committee on Science, 
Space, and Technology of the House of Rep
resentatives on the circumstances of such ac
tion, may be varied upward by 25 percent. to 
meet unusual cost variations. 
The total amount authorized to be appropriated 
tor "Construction of Facilities" shall not be in
creased as a result of actions authorized under 
paragraphs (1) and (2). 
SEC. 306. SPECIAL REPROGRAMMING AUTHORITY 

FOR CONSTRUCTION OF FACIUTIES. 
Where the Administrator determines that new 

developments or scientific or engineering 
changes in the national program of aeronautical 
and space activities have occurred; and that 
such changes require the use of additional 
funds for the purposes of construction, expan
sions, or modification of facilities at any loca
tion; and that deferral of such action until the 
enactment of the next authorization Act would 
be inconsistent with the interest of the Nation in 
aeronautical and space activities, the Adminis
trator may transfer not to exceed one-half of 1 
percent of the funds appropriated tor "Research 
and Development" and "Space Flight, Control, 
and Data Communications" to the "Construc
tion of Facilities" appropriation for such pur
poses. The Administrator may also use up to 

$10,000,000 of the amounts authorized tor "Con
struction of Facilities" tor such purposes. The 
funds so made available pursuant to this section 
may be expended to acquire, construct, convert, 
rehabilitate, or install permanent or temporary 
public works. including land acquisition, site 
preparation, appurtenances, utilities, and 
equipment. No such funds may be obligated 
until a period of 30 days has passed after the 
Administrator or the Administrator's designee 
has transmitted to the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation of the Senate and 
the Committee on Science, Space, and Tech
nology of the House of Representatives a written 
report describing the nature of the construction, 
its cost, and the reasons therefor. 
SEC. 306. CONSIDERATION BY COMMITTEES. 

Notwithstanding any other provision of this 
Act-

(1) no amount appropriated pursuant to this 
Act may be used tor any program deleted by 
Congress from requests as originally made to ei
ther the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation of the Senate or the Committee 
on Science, Space, and Technology of the House 
of Representatives; 

(2) no amount appropriated pursuant to this 
Act may be used tor any program in excess of 
the amount actually authorized tor that par
ticular program by titles I and II of this Act; 
and 

(3) no amount appropriated pursuant to this 
Act may be used tor any program which has not 
been presented to either such committee, 
unless a period of 30 days has passed after the 
receipt, by each such committee, of notice given 
by the Administrator or the Administrator's des
ignee containing a full and complete statement 
of the action proposed to be taken and the facts 
and circumstances relied upon in support of 
such proposed action. The National Aeronautics 
and Space Administration shall keep the Com
mittee on Commerce, Science, and Transpor
tation of the Senate and the Committee on 
Science, Space, and Technology of the House of 
Representatives fully and currently informed 
with respect to all activities and responsibilities 
within the jurisdiction ot those committees. Any 
Federal department, agency, or independent es
tablishment shall furnish any information re
quested by either committee relating to any such 
activity or responsibility. 
SEC. 307. UMITATION ON OBUGATION OF UNAU· 

THORIZED APPROPRIATIONS. 
(a) LIMITATION.-Except as provided in sub

section (d), no funds appropriated to the Na
tional Aeronautics and Space Administration 
tor fiscal year 1993 may be obligated unless such 
funds are determined by the Administrator 
under subsection (b)(2) to be for programs, 
projects, or activities specifically authorized 
under this Act. 

(b) REPORT TO CONGRESS.-Not later than 30 
days after the later of the date of enactment of 
an Act making appropriations to the National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration tor fiscal 
year 1993 or the date of enactment of this Act, 
the Administrator shall submit a report to Con
gress and to the Comptroller General which 
specifies-

(]) the portion of such appropriations which 
are tor programs. projects, or activities not spe
cifically authorized under this Act, or which are 
in excess of amounts authorized for the relevant 
program, project, or activity under this Act; and 

(2) the portion of such appropriations which 
are specifically authorized under this Act. 

(c) COMPTROLLER GENERAL REVIEW.-Within 
30 days after the submission of the report re
quired under subsection (b), the Comptroller 
General shall report to Congress on any speci
fication made by the Administrator in the report 
submitted under subsection (b) that the Comp
troller General considers incorrect. 

(d) CONTINUING AUTHORITY.-If, at any time 
after September 30, 1992, appropriations have 
been made tor the National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration tor fiscal year 1993 but no 
report has been submitted under subsection (b), 
such appropriations may be obligated by the Ad
ministrator tor programs, projects, or activities 
carried out by the National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration during fiscal year 1992, 
but at no greater than the lower ot-

(1) the rate such programs, projects, or activi
ties were funded during fiscal year 1992; or 

(2) the rate such programs, projects, or activi
ties are appropriated tor in the fiscal year 1993 
appropriations Act. 
SEC. 308. TRANSMISSION OF BUDGET ESTIMATES. 

The Administrator shall, at the time of sub
mission of the President's annual budget, trans
mit to Congress-

(]) a 5-year budget detailing the estimated de
velopment costs tor each individual program 
under the jurisdiction of the National Aero
nautics and Space Administration tor which de
velopment costs are expected to exceed 
$200,000,000; and 

(2) an estimate of the litecycle costs associated 
with each such program. 
SEC. 309. COMMERCIAL SPACE LAUNCH ACT AU· 

THORIZATION. 
Section 24 of the Commercial Space Launch 

Act (49 U.S.C. App. 2623) is amended to read as 
follows: 

"AUTHORIZED APPROPRIATIONS 
"SEC. 24. There are authorized to be appro

priated to the Secretary tor fiscal year 1993 
$4,900,000 to carry out this Act. The Secretary 
may not collect any user tees tor any regulatory 
or other services conducted pursuant to this Act, 
unless specifically authorized by this Act.". 
SEC. 310. NATIONAL SPACE COUNCIL AUTHORIZA· 

TION. 
There are authorized to be appropriated to 

carry out the activities of the National Space 
Council established by section 501 of the Na
tional Aeronautics and Space Administration 
Authorization Act, Fiscal Year 1989 (42 U.S.C. 
2471). $1,598,000 tor fiscal year 1993, of which 
not more than $1,000 shall be available tor offi
cial reception and representation expenses. The 
National Space Council shall reimburse other 
agencies tor not less than one-half of the per
sonnel compensation costs of individuals de
tailed to it. 
SEC. 311. OFFICE OF SPACE COMMERCE AUTHOR· 

IZATION. 
There are authorized to be appropriated to the 

Secretary of Commerce tor the Office ot Space 
Commerce $515,000 tor fiscal year 1993. 
SEC. 312. SPACE AGENCY FORUM ON INTER· 

NATIONAL SPACE YEAR. 
(a) SENSE OF CONGRESS.-lt is the sense of 

Congress-
(1) that it is in the national interest that the 

Space Agency Forum on International Space 
Year (in this section referred to as "SAFISY") 
maintain its facilitating role in the coordination 
of current and planned complementary Earth 
and space science research findings so as to 
maximize scientific return; 

(2) that the initiatives tor multilateral sci
entific cooperation among space agencies and 
international scientific organizations under
taken by SAFISY should continue beyond 1992, 
the International Space Year; and 

(3) that the National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration and the National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration should pursue im
plementation of proposals for long-term multi
lateral scientific cooperation developed during 
the International Space Year, notably those 
contained in the report of the second Pacific 
ISY Conference. 

(b) REPORT TO CONGRESS.-At the earliest 
practicable date, but not later than September 1, 
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1993, the National Aeronautics and Space Ad- States shall give due consideration to the effect 
ministration shall submit to Congress its plan of its actions on United States industry and 
for continuing SAFISY activities, with particu- technology programs. 
lar reference to planned coordination of current SEC. 315. USE OF DOMESTIC PRODUCTS. 
and future complementary Earth and space (a) COMPLIANCE WITH BUY AMERICAN ACT.
science research findings, and other acts of mul- (I) Except as provided in paragraph (2), the 
tilateral scientific cooperation. head of each agency which conducts procure-
SEC. 313. CRAF/CASSINI MISSION. ments shall ensure that such procurements are 

Section 103(a)(I)(S) of the National Aero- conducted in compliance with sections 2 
nautics and Space Administration Authoriza- through 4 of the Act of March 3, 1933 (41 U.S. C. 
tion Act, Fiscal Year 1991 (Public Law 101-Sll; lOa through JOe, popularly known as the "Buy 
104 Stat. 3192), is repealed. American Act"). 
SEC. 314. COOPERATION WITH THE FORMER SO· (2) This subsection shall apply only to pro-

VIET UNION. curements made for which-
It is the sense of Congress that- (A) amounts are authorized by this Act to be 
(1) the collapse of the former Soviet Union made available: and 

and its replacement by a commonwealth of de- (B) solicitations for bids are issued after the 
mocratizing republics is one of the most pro- date of enactment of this Act. 
found changes to occur in world affairs in the (3) The Administrator, before January I, 1994, 
20th century; shall report to the Congress on procurements 

(2) it is an event that will have a fundamental covered under this subsection of products that 
and lasting impact on the United States, both are not domestic products. 
domestically and internationally; (b) DEFINITIONS.-For the purposes of this sec-

(3) the domestic impact has already been seen tion, the term "domestic product" means a prod
in reduced defense budgets for both personnel uct-
and systems procurement, particularly in ad- (I) that is manufactured or produced in the 
vanced technology; United States: and 

(4) internationally, the impact has already en- (2) at least so percent of the cost of the arti-
abled foreign competitors of United States in- cles, materials, or supplies of which are mined, 
dustry to obtain unique advanced technology produced, or manufactured in the United States. 
from the former Soviet Union's military, re- . SEC. 316. USE OF ABANDONED AND UNDER· 
search, and industrial organizations for a tiny UTIUZED BUIWINGS, GROUNDS, 
traction of their development costs: AND FACIUTIES. 

(S) these, together with other fundamental (a) GENERAL RULE.-ln meeting the needs of 
and long lasting effects, require that the United the National Aeronautics and Space Adminis
States thoroughly reexamine its policy regarding tration tor additional facilities, the Adminis
cooperation and trade with the former republics trator shall investigate the use of abandoned 
of the Soviet Union, particularly Russia; and underutilized buildings, grounds, and fa-

(6) until broad new policies are implemented, cilities in depressed communities that can be 
the operating predisposition of relevant United converted to National Aeronautics and Space 
States technology authorities shall be flexible, Administration facilities and shall prioritize 
positive, and enabling; such uses where cost effective, as determined by 

(7) it is in the national interest that the Na- the Administrator. 
tional Aeronautics and Space Administration (b) DEFINITION.-For purposes of this section, 
aggressively identify, examine, and where ap- the term "depressed communities" means rural 
propriate, import unique space hardware, tech- and urban communities that are relatively de
nologies, and services available from former So- pressed, in terms of age of housing, extent of 
viet republics: h f ·t · t t f 

(8) furthermore, the President should develop poverty' growt o per capt a mcome, ex en o 
a broad plan of technology procurement to iden- unemployment, job lag, or surplus labor. 
tify and evaluate all unique hardware, tech- The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. Are 
nologies, and services available to the United there any amendments to title III? 
States from the former Soviet republics' design AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BROWN 

bureaus, scientific production associations, and Mr. BROWN. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
research institutes: 

(9) at a minimum, the National Aeronautics amendment. 
and Space Administration should give careful The Clerk read as follows: 
attention to determining which of the tech
nologies it has identified as high priority in its 
Space Research and Technology Integrated 
Technology Plan can be obtained from former 
Soviet sources and initiate steps to expeditiously 
acquire them; 

(10) the process of acquiring and integrating 
former Soviet hardware, technology, and serv
ices by the United States can be expedited and 
enhanced by private sector involvement in iden
tifying, evaluating, acquiring, and integrating 
such hardware, technology, and services tor 
profitable use: . . 

(11) the importance of Umted States pnvate 
sector involvement in this activity cannot be 
overemphasized in order to create new American 
jobs, and to ensure that proceeds from acquisi
tions are reinvested by the seller in nonmilitary. 
profit-oriented applications for the commercial 
market; 

(12) United States private sector partnerships 
and joint venture agreements with former Soviet 
design bureaus, scientific production associa
tions, and research institutes should be encour
aged wherever possible to conduct technology 
acquisition and integration; ~nd . 

(13) in the course of pursumg trade opportum
ties with the former Soviet republics, the United 

Amendment offered by Mr. BROWN: Page 36, 
after line 20, insert the following new sec
tion: 
"SEC. 317. LIMITATIONS ON APPROPRIATIONS. 

"Appropriations for activities with respect 
to which specific amounts are authorized 
under this Act may not be made to the ex
tent such appropriations provide for alloca
tions of amounts not explicitly provided for 
in this Act." 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. Chairman, this is a 
technical amendment I am offering on 
behalf of myself and the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER]. This 
amendment is intended to complement 
the various provisions included already 
in the bill which attempt to insure 
that the committee's policies and pre
rogatives are respected. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to support the amendment. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a good amend
ment. It strengthens the bill and 

assures that the authorization commit
tee's work will, in fact, be instituted 
by the agency involved. 

Mr. Chairman, the minority cer
tainly supports the chairman's amend
ment. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
question is on the amendment offered 
by the gentleman from California [Mr. 
BROWN]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BACCHUS 

Mr. BACCHUS. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. BACCHus: Page 

30, strike lines 8 through 15 and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: 

Section 24 of the Commercial Space 
Launch Act (49 U.S.C. App. 2623) is amend
ed-

(1) by striking "1992" and all that follows 
through "(2)" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"1992''· and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
"There are authorized to be appropriated to 
the Secretary for fiscal year 1993 $4,900,000 to 
carry out this Act. The Secretary may not 
collect any user fees for any regulatory or 
other services conducted pursuant to this 
Act, unless specifically authorized by this 
Act.". 

0 1300 
Mr. BACCHUS. Mr. Chairman, I have 

an amendment at the desk. 
My amendment is a technical amend

ment to restore an authorization that 
is already in law and would be inad
vertently deleted by H.R. 4364 in its 
current form. The amendment does not 
add to the total amount authorized in 
this bill, nor does it take authorized 
funds away from any other programs. 

The Commercial Space Launch Act 
currently contains a fiscal year 1992 
authorization of $20 million for improv
ing space transportation infrastruc
ture. 

As the chairman of the Space Sub
committee and the chairman of the full 
Science Committee can attest, the in
tent of H.R. 4364 is to add a fiscal year 
1993 authorization for the Office of 
Commercial Space Transportation to 
the existing law, but not disturb this 
prior authorization for another activ
ity. 

If the amendment is adopted, the new 
language in H.R. 4364 would simply au
thorize the 1993 budget for the Office of 
Commercial Space Transportation 
without deleting the 1992 authorization 
for space transportation infrastruc
ture. 

Let me emphasize again that this 
amendment does not represent a new 
authorization. It simply preserves an 
authorization in existing law. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BACCHUS. I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from Florida [Mr. BAc
CHUS] for yielding to me, and I am in 
thorough agreement with what the 
gentleman has said. 
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Mr. Chairman, this merely restores 

an authorization that had been con
tained in previous bills. No funds were 
actually appropriated in prior year for 
this, and there is no guarantee that 
they will be appropriated in the future 
years, but we believe it is important to 
retain the authorization in the event 
that funds might become available. 

Mr. BACCHUS. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from California 
[Mr. BROWN] very much. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BACCHUS. I yield to the distin
guished gentleman from Pennsylvania 
[Mr. WALKER]. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from Florida [Mr. BAC
CHUS], and I want to congratulate him 
on funding something here which was 
obviously inadvertent on the part of 
the drafters of the bill. There was not 
an intention here to defend in any way 
the commercial programs. 

Mr. Chairman, the gentleman has 
found something that needed to be cor
rected, and his amendment does cor
rect it, and I very much support what 
he is doing. 

Mr. BACCHUS. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from Pennsylva
nia [Mr. WALKER] for his support. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore (Mr. 
MAZZOLI). The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Florida [Mr. BACCHUS]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. BROWN 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. Chairman, I offer an 
amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. BROWN: Page 36, 

after line 20, insert the following new sec
tions: 
SEC. 317. STUDY OF USES OF TECHNICAL INFOR

MATION. 
The National Aeronautics and Space Ad

ministration shall undertake a study of the 
extent to which information developed by 
the Administration, by itself or in coopera
tion with industry, academic or other gov
ernment partners or contractors, is brought 
to market by foreign aerospace firms or 
their subcontractors more quickly than by 
United States companies. NASA shall report 
the results of such study to the Congress no 
later than October 1, 1992. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. Chairman, this 
amendment was originally offered, or 
drafted, by the gentleman from Mis
souri [Mr. GEPHARDT] with the coopera
tion of the gentlewoman from Califor
nia [Mrs. BOXER], and it was drafted in 
an effort to undertake to make NASA 
contractors more competitive, Amer
ican contractors more competitive, 
with their European or other competi
tors. We have modified this to call for 
a study and a report by NASA so that 
we are in a position to make some pol
icy judgments with regard to any ac
tion that might be necessary on this 
subject. However, it does not commit 
to any policy action at this time, and 
I think it probably is a satisfactory 
way to resolve the problem. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROWN. I yield to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, in its 
original form, I had some concerns 
about the amendment because it ap
peared to be setting some policies that 
I thought would have unintended con
sequences. But, as the gentleman from 
California [Mr. BROWN] has stated, this 
amendment is in a substantially re
drafted form. It does constitute a study 
now to give us some information on 
which we might wish to act in the fu
ture. 

Mr. Chairman, I see nothing wrong 
with this amendment, and we would be 
happy to accept it. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. Chairman, we ap
preciate the remarks of the distin
guished gentleman, the ranking min·or
ity member of the Committee on 
Science, Space, and Technology, and, 
of course, we have always been sen
sitive to the need to accommodate him 
on any objections he might have to any 
legislation, and we, therefore, rec
ommend that this amendment, as 
modified, be adopted. 

Mrs. BOXER. Mr. Chairman, I would like to 
express my support for the Boxer-Gephardt 
amendment to H.R. 4364, the NASA Multiyear 
Authorization Act of 1992. 

First of all, I would like to thank Chairman 
GEORGE BROWN, my good friend, for his out
standing leadership on aerospace issues gen
erally and for offering the Gephardt-Boxer 
amendment. I would also like to thank Mr. 
GEPHARDT, the distinguished majority leader, 
for his work on this amendment and for his 
leadership on the critical issue of U.S. com
petitiveness. 

The amendment that Mr. GEPHARDT and I 
have drafted addresses the question of how 
NASA can better help a domestic aerospace 
industry beset by aggressively subsidized for
eign competition. 

The House Subcommittee on Government 
Activities and Transportation, which I chair, 
held a hearing on March 18 to look at the ade
quacy of NASA support for the aeronautics in
dustry. One of the facts brought out at this 
hearing was that subsidized foreign competi
tors-principally Airbus-are often able to 
adopt technologies developed with American 
taxpayers' dollars faster than American com
panies. 

In other words, American tax dollars wind 
up subsidizing foreign jobs. 

To take some examples, foreign competitors 
have beaten our domestic aerospace compa
nies to the punch in exploiting these NASA 
advances: 

Supercritical wing aerodynamics, which re
duce drag and result in better handling; 

Composite primary structures, which are 
lighter weight materials that greatly increase 
fuel efficiency; 

Natural laminar flow technology, which re
duces friction with improved wing design, sig
nificantly decreasing operations costs; 

Flight-by-wire, which substitutes electronic 
impulses for cumbersome hydraulics in con
trolling wing flaps; and 

Winglets, an advanced wing design that re
duces drag and save fuel costs. 

It is clear from this list that we can maintain 
our lead in technology and innovation. The 
real challenge is to bring these innovations to 
market to create and maintain jobs for Amer
ican workers. 

The Gephardt-Boxer amendment calls on 
NASA to undertake a definitive study of NASA 
advances that are exploited by foreign aero
space firms more quickly than by our domestic 
firms. This study will be a critical tool in alter
ing our aerospace policy to provide greater 
benefits to domestic firms. 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from California [Mr. BROWN]. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The CHAIRMAN. Are there further 

amendments to title Ill? 
If not, we will return to title II. 
The Clerk will again designate title 

II. 
The text of title II is as follows: 
TITLE II-MULTIYEAR AUTHORIZATION 

FOR SPECIAL INITIATIVES 
SEC. 201. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds that-
(1) in addition to carrying out a core space 

program, international leadership, technological 
advancement, and expanded scientific knowl
edge will be enhanced by an expanded space 
program based on special initiatives in science, 
exploration, space transportation, space tech
nology, and space applications; 

(2) special initiatives carried out under an ex
panded space program should compete on an 
annual basis with other Federal discretionary 
programs, but not with core space programs; 

(3) the orderly and phased transfer of funding 
from defense research and development to civil
ian research and development over the next 5 
years will achieve a balance between defense 
and civilian investments and provide the nec
essary resources to undertake an expanded 
space program; 

(4) it is in the national interest and of benefit 
to international agreements for the Space Sta
tion Freedom to plan for the completion of a 
permanent manned Space Station utilizing a 
crew of 8 and providing 75 kilowatts of power; 

(5) the successful conduct of an aggressive yet 
affordable Space Exploration Initiative will 
critically depend on precursor demonstrations of 
innovative cost control measures and efficient 
management practices; 

(6) the Administrator should undertake a fo
cused Earth Observing System program respon
sive to policy needs; and 

(7) inasmuch as civil launch requirements and 
launch rates will remain reasonably static over 
the next decade, the incremental improvement of 
current vehicles and facilities will provide a 
low-cost means to enhance United States launch 
capabilities. 
SEC. 202. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

(a) LIMITATION.-Appropriations may be made 
under subsections (b), (c), and (d) only to the 
extent that appropriations are made to the Na
tional Aeronautics and Space Administration in 
excess of $14,300,900,000 for fiscal year 1993, 
$15,090,800,000 for fiscal year 1994, and 
$15,724,900,000 for fiscal year 1995. 

(b) RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT.-There are 
authorized to be appropriated to the National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration for "Re
search and Development" for the following spe
cial initiatives: 

(1) Space Station Freedom, $60,000,000 for fis
cal year 1994, and $120,000,000 for fiscal year 
1995, in order to provide for an Assured Crew 
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Return Vehicle by fiscal year 1999, a power level 
of 75 kilowatts, and a crew of 8. 

(2) Earth Observing System, including the 
Earth Observing System Data Information Sys
tem, $371,000,000 for fiscal year 1993, $695,000,000 
tor fiscal year 1994, and $1,000,000,000 tor fiscal 
year 1995. 

(A) PROGRAM OBJECTIVES.-The Administrator 
shall carry out an Earth Observing System pro
gram that addresses the highest priority inter
national climate change research goals as de
fined by the Committee on Earth and Environ
mental Sciences and the Intergovernmental 
Panel on Climate Change. 

(B) REPORTS TO CONGRESS.-(i) Within 90 days 
after the date of enactment of this Act, the Ad
ministrator shall submit to Congress a Resil
iency Plan which sets forth technical and pro
grammatic contingencies for the Earth Observ
ing System in the event that funding shortfalls 
occur, and which will ensure that the highest 
priority measurements are maintained on sched
ule to the greatest extent practicable while lower 
priority measurements are deferred, deleted, or 
obtained through other means. The report shall 
specifically identify what satellites and instru
ment complements would be ~aunched under 
various funding profiles. 

(ii) Within 30 days after the award of a con
tract for the Core System of the Earth Observing 
System Data and Information System, the Ad
ministrator shall submit to Congress a Develop
ment Plan which-

( I) identifies the highest risk elements of the 
development effort and the key advanced tech
nologies required to significantly increase sci
entific productivity; 

(II) provides a plan tor the development of one 
or more prototype systems for use in reducing 
the development risk of critical system elements 
and obtaining feedback from scientific users; 

(Ill) provides a plan for research into key ad
vanced technologies; and 

(IV) identifies sufficient resources tor carrying 
out the Development Plan. 

(C) DATA ACCESS STUDY.-Of the funds pro
vided for in this paragraph, up to $34,100,000 in 
fiscal year 1993 may be made available for the 
Consortium for International Earth Science In
formation Network. As a condition of the receipt 
of such funds, the Consortium shall carry out a 
study, with the guidance of the Administrator 
and the Committee on Earth and Environmental 
Sciences, which-

(i) specifically identifies products of the Earth 
Observing System Data and Information System 
which will be directly useful to policymakers in 
Federal, State, and local government agencies, 
users in commercial firms and nonprofit institu
tions, and scientific users in fields other than 
Earth science; 

(ii) identifies such users, their approximate 
numbers and institutional affiliations, and their 
specific data needs that can be satisfied by 
products of the Earth Observing System Data 
and Information System; 

(iii) identifies existing and potential socio-eco
nomic data including information on land use, 
industrial activities, public health, and popu
lation, that are critical for understanding 
human interactions with the global environ
ment, and identifies users who require such 
data; and 

(iv) describes a range of options for making 
such socio-economic data and relevant products 
of the Earth Observing System Data and Infor
mation System easily accessible to the identified 
users and the relative costs associated with 
these options. 
Such consortium shall provide a report to Con
gress by September 30, 1993, summarizing the 
findings of the study. 

(3) Space Exploration, $31,800,000 tor fiscal 
year 1993, $67,300,000 tor fiscal year 1994, and 

$78,900,000 tor fiscal year 1995, tor the develop
ment and launch of the following 3 spacecraft: 
a robotic lunar geodetic scout spacecraft, a 
robotic lunar resource mapper spacecraft, and a 
robotic lunar lander spacecraft, as well as tor 
the purchase of expendable launch vehicle serv
ices to launch the 3 spacecraft. The total cost of 
the development and launch of such missions 
shall not exceed $490,000,000. 

(c) SPACE FLIGHT, CONTROL, AND DATA COM
MUNICATIONS.-There are authorized to be ap
propriated to the National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration for "Space Flight, Con
trol, and Data Communications" tor the follow
ing special initiatives: 

(1) Development of the Advanced Solid Rocket 
Motor, $440,000,000 tor fiscal year 1993, 
$400,000,000 tor fiscal year 1994, and $487,000,000 
for fiscal year 1995. Notwithstanding the pre
vious sentence, if less than $15,253,000,000 is ap
propriated to the National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration for fiscal year 1993, 
then-

(A) not more than $260,000,000 are authorized 
to be appropriated tor the continued develop
ment of the Advanced Solid Rocket Motor; and 

(B) the Administrator may not obligate in ex
cess of $260,000,000 tor the Advanced Solid Rock
et Motor program. 

(2) Space Transportation Enhancement, 
$1,000,0000 for fiscal year 1993, $87,500,000 for 
fiscal year 1994, and $175,000,000 tor fiscal year 
1995 for providing for the incremental improve
ment in the Space Shuttle fleet including-

( A) the extension of on-orbit duration; 
(B) the development of unmanned Shuttle ca

pabilities; 
(C) the increase in lift performance; and 
(D) the enhancement of existent Shuttle flight 

reliability. 
By September 30, 1993, the Administrator shall 
submit to Congress a full report outlining the 
specific actions that are planned under this 
paragraph. 

(3) Development and procurement of second
generation Tracking and Data Relay Satellites, 
$200,000,000 tor fiscal year 1994 and $300,000,000 
tor fiscal year 1995. 

(d) CONSTRUCTION OF FACILITIES.-There are 
authorized to be appropriated to the National 
Aeronautics and Space Administration for fiscal 
year 1993 for "Construction of Facilities" for 
the following special initiatives: 

(1) Construction of Earth Observing System 
Data Information System Facility at the God
dard Space Flight Center, $22,300,000. 

(2) Construction of Advanced Solid Rocket 
Motor Facilities (various locations), $80,000,000. 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any 
amendments to title II? 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. OWENS OF UTAH 

Mr. OWENS of Utah. Mr. Chairman, I 
offer an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. OWENS of Utah: 

Page 21, lines 8 through 20, strike paragraph 
(1). 

Page 21, line 21, and page 22, line 10, redes
ignate paragraphs (2) and (3) as paragraphs 
(1) and (2), respectively. 

Mr. OWENS of Utah. Mr. Chairman, I 
would first like to commend the gen
tleman from California [Mr. BROWN] 
the chairman, and the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER] the rank
ing member, for their tremendous ef
fort on this bill. 

My amendment is as simple as it is 
rational. I am proposing to my col
leagues to cut an unneeded, expensive, 
and wasteful program from the NASA 
authorization bill. 

The fiscal 1993-95 NASA authoriza
tion bill authorizes in excess of $1.3 bil
lion over 3 years for the advanced solid 
rocket motor [ASRM]. The President 
deleted this unneeded and costly sys
tem from his budget request. 'l'his allo
cation, if appropriated, would threaten 
many of NASA's real priorities. 

The ASRM is an add-on item, a pro
gram not designated as a priority in 
the Science, Space and Technology 
Cominittee's bill nor, as I just men
tioned, included in NASA's budget re
quest. 

The ASRM duplicates an existing 
program, the redesigned solid rocket 
motor [RSRM], a project which meets 
or exceeds all safety, reliability, and 
performance specifications. NASA's 
own aerospace safety advisory panel re
cently certified that the RSRM is per
forming well. It is working; therefore, 
as the motto sometimes goes around 
here, let's fix it. It is to be fixed, of 
course, with a whole, new, unproven, 
and costly program. 

Will the ASRM be superior to the 
RSRM? Who knows? The ASRM is still 
on the drawing board. It may or may 
not be better. Do we need it? Definitely 
not! One thing no one can dispute is 
the bottom line: The ASRM will cost 
more than $3 billion. 

In the report accompanying the bill, 
the committee questions the wisdom of 
continuing the ASRM program saying: 
"The simple fact is that there are very 
few missions that actually require the 
availability of ASRM." In fact, NO 
mission requires the ASRM. Missions 
like the f.lpace station assembly and the 
Advanced X-ray Astrophysics Facility 
[AXAFJ can be accomplished with 
other technologies that, while costing 
money, are already in existence and 
will be far cheaper than the ASRM. 

Allow me briefly to explain the fund
ing mechanism in the committee bill. 
The committee authorizes $260 million 
in fiscal year 1993 for the ASRM but 
would increase that to $440 million if 
the appropriators provide $15.250 billion 
for NASA. 

That figure, $15% billion, is $1 billion 
more than the committee itself author
izes to meet NASA's core needs, nearly 
$300 million more than NASA's best 
case scenario request, and a lot more 
than this country can afford. 

The ASRM Program is 2 years behind 
schedule and nearly $800 million over 
budget. Additionally, because it incor
porates many untested features, it is a 
safe bet that the ASRM program will 
cost even more money and lag even far
ther behind schedule. 

In its more recent testimony, the 
aerospace safety advisory panel, an ob
jective agency associated with NASA, 
recommended that the ASRM be can
celed because it diverts scarce re
sources from NASA's important safety 
programs. The panel went on to say 
that other components of the shuttle, 
like the turbo pumps providing the 
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highly combustible fuel to the space 
shuttle's main engines, would be a 
wiser use of the limited funds available 
than the ASRM program. 

The CBO suggested that terminating 
the ASRM program will save $2.2 bil
lion over the next 5 fiscal years. 

In addition, a report issued just last 
week by the reputable National Re
search Council [NRC], a scientific re
search group, urges NASA to rely on 
the existing rocket motor system and 
to reconsider the ASRM. An earlier 
NRC report raised serious questions 
about the design, manufacturing, and 
costs elements of the ASRM, all of 
which as experts have told me as re
cently as this morning, are likely to 
cause further delays and cost more 
money. 

Look at the facts. NASA didn't ask 
for it, the President and OMB don't 
want it, CBO said we could save $2.2 
billion by canceling it, two reputable 
NASA watchdogs declare it inadvis
able, and even the committee placed it 
in title two, outside of its core pro
grams. We here, today, must take the 
next logical step and cut the ASRM 
program out altogether. 

That's not all. Citizens Against Gov
ernment Waste, the National Tax
payers' Union, and Citizens for a Sou~d 
Economy have all three endorsed this 
amendment and support cutting the 
ASRM. 

In this impossible budget climate, we 
must be even more scrupulous in re
viewing and justifying each new ex
penditure. We cannot duplicate pro
grams. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, my ame~d
ment does not delete the constructiOn 
funds for the ASRM plant. These funds 
will continue to be available so that 
the committee, as stated in the report, 
can find a new or ongoing project to 
place in the facility. 

Mr. Chairman, a vote against the 
ASRM is not a vote against the space 
station. It is a vote for common sense. 
It is a vote for making priorities and 
sticking with them. Support the 
Owens-Armey amendment to cut the 
$1.3 billion advanced solid rocket 
motor provision. 

0 1310 

PERFECTING AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. 
HANSEN 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Chairman, I offer a 
perfecting amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Perfecting amendment offered by Mr. HAN

SEN: Page 21, lines 14 through 20, strike ", 
then" and all that follows through "Rocket 
Motor program" and insert in lieu there.of 
" or if the Advanced Solid Rocket Motor w1ll 
not be available for use on the sixth space 
station assembly mission or earlier, then-

(A) no funds are authorized to be appro
priated for the continued development of the 
Advanced Solid Rocket Motor; 

(B) the Administrator may not obligate 
any funds for the Advanced Solid Rocket 
Motor program; and 

(C) the total amount that may be made 
available for "Space Shuttle Production and 
Operational Capability" under section 
102(b)(1) shall be $1,001,800,000 for fiscal year 
1993, $1,043,900,000 for fiscal year 1994, and 
$1,087,700,000 for fiscal year 1995. 

Mr. HANSEN (during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that the perfecting amendment be 
considered as read and printed in the 
RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Utah? 

There was no objection. 
PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. OWENS of Utah. Mr. Chairman, I 
have a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. OWENS of Utah. Mr. Chairman, 
my amendment is a striking amend
ment. Is that amendable? 

The CHAIRMAN. Not directly. The 
Chair would announce his understand
ing that the Hansen amendment would 
perfect paragraph 1 and will be voted 
on first. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Chairman, the pur
pose of my amendment is ~o. tie t~e 
ASRM to its first, if only, critical mis
sion-the sixth space station assembly 
flight. Mr. OWENS has correctly given 
many reasons for canceling the ASRM 
Program, but the gentleman's amend
ment is premature and unwise. My sub
stitute has the broadest consensus 
among Members. Moreover, the gentle
man's amendment would delete the 
mission requirement that the ASRM be 
ready on time to assist with space sta
tion assembly. This requirement puts 
the burden of performance on the 
ASRM not the Congress or the tax
payer.' I also believe any funding. for 
ASRM should be tied to its accomplish
ing space station assembly missio_ns. I 
would urge adoption of my substitute 
amendment, which preserves the vi.tal 
link between ASRM and space station 
Freedom. 
PERFECTING AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. 

BROWN TO THE PERFECTING AMENDMENT OF
FERED BY MR. HANSEN 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. Chairman, I offer a 
perfecting amendment to the perfect
ing amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Perfecting amendment offered by Mr. 

BROWN to the perfecting amendment offered 
by Mr. HANSEN: Strike the first three lines of 
the amendment and insert in lieu thereof the 
following: 

Page 21, line 12, strike " sentence, ir' and 
insert in lieu thereof " sentence-

" (A) ir'. 
Page 21, lines 15 and 18, redesignate s';l~

paragraphs (A) and (B) as clauses (i) and (n), 
respectively. . . 

Page 21 , line 20, strike the periOd and m
sert in lieu thereof " ; and 

" (B) if the Advanced Solid Rocket". 
2. In the substitute amendment, redesig

nate subparagraphs (A), (B), and (C) as 
clauses (i), (ii) , (iii), respectively. 

Mr. BROWN (during the reading). Mr. 
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent 

that the amendment to the amendment 
be considered as read and printed in 
the RECORD. 

The CHAffiMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
California? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. BROWN. Mr. Chairman, the 

amendment that I have at the desk is 
actually an effort to seek a middle 
ground for the two proposals that we 
have here. It keeps the sixth space sta
tion flight as proposed by the gen
tleman .from Utah [Mr. HANSEN], as a 
requirement for funding, but it p~e
serves the authorization at the partial 
level contained in the bill. That is, the 
ASRM would receive at least half the 
funds it needs to stay on track and full 
funding if the appropriations meet the 
mark, which we have set forth in the 
bill, of $15.253 billion. The gentleman 
from Utah [Mr. HANSEN] has offered a 
constructive perfecting amendment, 
and I commend him for respecting the 
priorities of the committee bill. 

Our committee's intent is to tie fund
ing for the ASRM to its first important 
requirement, the space station assem
bly flight No. 6. If we find this require
ment cannot be met, the committee 
would not want the program to go for
ward as presently planned. 

On the other hand, we want to en
courage the Committee on Appropria
tions to provide the necessary funding 
to keep the program on track. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROWN. I yield to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I think 
the gentleman ha.s correctly described 
the situation. This is a useful program 
and is justified based upon the lift ca
pacity to space station. If we have 
ASRM it will reduce the number of 
flights' needed for space st~tion a~d 
will do a lot of things that will benefit 
us over the long haul. 

However if the ASRM is not going to 
be available to begin construction of 
the space station on the sixth flight, 
there is absolutely no justification for 
this program. We ought to cancel it 
and spend our money on other things. 
So it seems to me that the gentleman's 
approach is precisely the right ap
proach here, that what we have to have 
is assurances that it is going to meet 
the test of the sixth flight. 

If it cannot do that, then the pro
gram ought to be dropped. I support 
what the gentleman is attempting to 
do. · 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for his comment. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. BROWN. I yield to the gentleman 
from Wisconsin. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair
man, I, too, would like to support the 
amendment of the gentleman from 
California. It seems to me one of the 
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things that we have to guard against is 
to make sure that the station schedule 
does not get ahead of the ASRM sched
ule. Because if the ASRM schedule gets 
so far behind, then there is no use for 
this rocket. And the points that have 
been made by the gentleman from Utah 
[Mr. OWENS] are correct. 

So by tying the mission with the 
timetable and the timetable with the 
funding, the taxpayers do get their 
money's worth from the ASRM. 

If the timetable unravels, then there 
would be no funding that would be au
thorized under this bill. I think that 
this is a very sensible way of going 
about it. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for his comment. 

I would point out, and I reiterate 
what was said during the debate on the 
space station itself, if at any point the 
space station is not funded, we do not 
need the ASRM either. I would join 
with the gentleman from Utah [Mr. 
OWENS] in stopping the program at 
that point. 

0 1320 
Mr. HANSEN. Mr. Chairman, I would 

like to state that I accept the gentle
man's perfecting amendment, and I 
thank him for it. 

Mr. Chairman, I move the question 
on the amendment. 

Mr. OWENS of Utah. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the requisite number of 
words. 

Mr. Chairman, this must not be 
taken us a new vote, a new discussion 
of the merits of the space station. This 
amendment, which provides that 
ASRM would be funded on_ly if NASA is 
able to certify that it will be available 
for the sixth assembly flight, really is 
an obfuscating amendment for the 
issue here. No one can disagree with 
this approach. Surely if it cannot be 
ready when it is needed, then it should 
be canceled. The problem is nobody 
knows today whether it can be ready, 
and a certification by NASA at this 
point is totally meaningless. 

However, the committee amendment 
begs the question: Do we need the 
ASRM at all? Is it a priority program? 
Whether the ASRM is ready on time or 
not, the unequivocal answer to both 
key questions is no. ASRM is not a pri
ority program. We do not need it at all. 

The ASRM is already $800 million 
over cost and 2 years behind schedule. 
It will incorporate new techniques that 
will require testing, evaluation and 
fine-tuning. The ASRM is likely to be 
delayed even more and cost billions 
more. 

How can NASA certify today, tomor
row or next year that the ASRM will 
be ready on time? No scientist, no pro
gram administrator is that prescient. 
This is a technologically impossible 
task. Of course NASA will certify that 
the ASRM will be available. And if in 
the end their certification turns out to 

be inaccurate, what then? ASRM will the Brown amendment, and in opposi
have been built, though it will be be- tion to the Owens amendment. 
hind schedule, notwithstanding Mr. Chairman, I was going to try to 
NASA's straight-faced certification put this issue in perspective. We have a 
that it would be ready on time. program now which has been going on 

More importantly, why should NASA for several years called the solid rocket 
have to certify anything? NASA did booster program, which is aimed at in
not even request the ASRM. NASA's creasing the efficiency of the shuttle 
own aerospace safety advisory panel flights and reducing the cost of shuttle 
recommended terminating the pro- flights. It allows for shuttles to launch 
gram. a substantially higher payload with the 

But whether NASA can certify, with advanced solid rocket motors, and if it 
credibility, that ASRM will be ready can be used for the purpose of launch
begs and obfuscates the point at issue. ing major components of the space sta
The question is: Should ASRM be built tion it will reduce the cost of the space 
at all? station, and of course have other bene-

Mr. Chairman, the facts speak for fits in advancing the technology of 
themselves: solid rocket motors and so on. 

CBO says canceling ASRM will save The gentleman from Utah, Mr. 
$2.2 billion. OWENS, does not like for us to proceed 

The President does not want it. to this kind of a development. It would 
NASA's safety advisory council says have some adverse economic impact on 

to cancel it. his State, and there are some other 
The National Resource Council says problems that I think he has alluded 

to cancel it. to, but which we do not feel are con-
The committee does not call it a pri- vincing at this particular point. 

ority. What we do recognize, and have 
Existing technology has performed structured this bill in such a way as to 

well and can safely fulfill the limited recognize it, is that there may not be 
mission of the ASRM. sufficient funds to proceed with the ad

The ASRM is not required to support vanced solid rocket motor, and as a 
the space station. consequence we had originally put the 

The original Owens amendment is funds for the advanced solid rocket 
supported by citizens against govern- motor in the second tier of funding, so 
ment waste, citizens for a sound econ- that the base program would be funded 
omy and the National Taxpayers' before we would fund the advanced 
Union. solid rocket motor. 

We have all, at one time or another, Then, recognizing that considerable 
shaken our heads with disbelief after work has already been done and prob
hearing of a certain program gone bust, ably should be continued, we decided to 
wasting millions and even billions of put half the funding in the first tier 
dollars. We say to ourselves, how did and condition the second half on the 
this happen? reaching of the full appropriations pro-

Mr. Chairman, we now have an oppor- vided in the second tier of the author
tunity to nip one such program in the ization. That is where we stand at this 
bud. Let's cut our losses before they point. 
multiply. As the chairman states in We do not claim perfection for this 
the committee report, we can find a approach, Mr. Chairman. It is obvi
worthy program to put in the facility ously an effort to do several things, in
being constructed so that it is not eluding proceed with a desirable up
wasted. grading of the shuttle, to reduce the 

This is an ambiguous amendment. cost of assembling the space station, 
Our amendment, the Owens-Armey and yet recognize the realities of the 
amendment, is not ambiguous. We are constrained budget that we suffer from. 
proposing to cut the ASRM because it That is the context within which this 
is not needed, because it is expensive, situation exists, and as I say, not argu
and any resources it gets will only ing that we have reached perfection, I 
harm other important NASA programs. still think we have reached the best 

If the Members want to kill ASRM, compromise here that we can in the 
they should defeat this amendment. language of the bill as modified by the 
The litany of budget and operational amendment proposed by the other gen
reasons to oppose the ASRM still tleman from Utah, Mr. HANSEN, with 
apply. If we do not think it deserves . the minor perfecting amendment that I 
funding at $14.3 billion, why would we have made to it. 
want to fully fund the ASRM if NASA So I urge the Members to oppose the 
gets over $15 billion? It does not make Owens amendment and to support the 
any sense if the program itself is bad, modified Hansen amendment. 
and I urge my colleagues to defeat this Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, I move 
Hansen amendment and to support the to strike the requisite number of 
Owens-Armey amendment. words. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. Chairman, I move Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the 
to strike the requisite number of Owens amendment and in wonderment 
words. at the two perfecting amendments. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the Mr. Chairman, I wonder if I could 
Hansen amendment, as perfected by prevail upon my friend, the gentleman 
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from Wisconsin [Mr. SENSENBRENNER], 
to help me through this? I came to the 
floor today to assist the gentleman 
from Utah [Mr. OWENS] in his amend
ment. My understanding is that ASRM 
is not desired by NASA, that in fact if 
ASRM is not developed, that the sixth 
assembly mission can take place and 
are likely to take place very well with
out this new propulsion device. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ARMEY. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from Wisconsin. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair
man, we can put the station together 
without the advanced solid rocket 
motor, but it will take two or three ad
ditional space shuttle flights to do 
that, and that will be at a considerable 
additional cost. 

Really what we are doing is a bal
ancing act. The advanced solid rocket 
motor is a more powerful motor. As de
signed, it presumably will be a more re
liable motor, so there will not be 
delays in repairs and things like that 
on the launch pad. 

Mr. ARMEY. I appreciate that. 
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. The can

cellation of the advanced solid rocket 
motor is not the money-saver that the 
gentleman from Utah [Mr. OWENS] 
would say it would be. There might be 
some money that would be saved, but 
it would not be as much, and of course 
the gentleman does not put any close
out costs to his amendment, either. 

0 1330 
Mr. ARMEY. I appreciate that. But 

my inquiry is predicated on my under
standing that it is not at all dem
onstrated to anyone's satisfaction that 
the ASRM propulsion device would in 
fact be ready prior to the completion of 
the assembly. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. If the gen
tleman from Texas will yield further, 
what the amendment of the gentleman 
from California [Mr. BROwN] to the 
amendment of the gentleman from 
Utah [Mr. HANSEN] says is that if it is 
not ready, then it is canceled out any
how. 

Mr. ARMEY. I appreciate that. And I 
think that is a very fine point in the 
perfecting amendment, as I understand 
it. We have curious protocols here in 
this body where we are very strict in 
our observation of the rule against leg
islating in an appropriation bill, and 
we tend to do de facto authorizing in 
an appropriation bill. The concern, as I 
understand it, of those who would try 
to perfect the Owens amendment is 
that we want to tie parameters around 
the possibilities of appropriating funds 
for this purpose, even though the 
ASRM program may not be fully au
thorized; is that correct? Is that the 
gentleman's understanding? 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ARMEY. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, the ap
propriators would have an additional 
condition to meet under the approach 
that would eventually result in the 
Brown amendment, so that they would 
have to deal with ASRM as an unau
thorized program should in fact it not 
be eligible or not be completed before 
that sixth flight. 

So the fact is what we have done is 
we have assured that the appropriators 
cannot simply use a blanket endorse
ment of ASRM as a way to continue to 
appropriate this money if it does not 
fall into the parameters that would be 
outlined here. So, therefore, we have 
tied it down further. 

Let me make one other point to the 
gentleman. Not only do we have these 
additional flights that would be an ex
pense, and that is a considerable ex
pense if we take the full cost of a space 
flight, not just the add-on costs I am 
told by staff probably are somewhere in 
the vicinity of $500 million. 

So if, in fact, we were to take the 
gentleman from Utah's amendment 
here for a full defunding of the pro
gram, we would end out with closeout 
costs that the gentleman makes no 
provision for in his amendment for cov
ering of these closeout costs, and so 
that those costs would come out of the 
hide of the rest of the program. This 
would be destructive to the core pro
grams of NASA, because they would 
have to bear the burden of the costs 
out of the moneys that the gentleman 
does not allocate in his amendment. 

So it would not only cost additional, 
but we are even talking about taking 
away from the fundamental programs 
such as the space station, the shuttle, 
and other things in order to fund a 
closeout for a program that we would 
never get a benefit from. 

Mr. ARMEY. I thank the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. Chairman, I would like to turn 
my attention to the gentleman from 
California, who offers the perfecting 
amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. ARMEY] has 
expired. 

(On request of Mr. BROWN and by 
unanimous consent, Mr. ARMEY was al
lowed to proceed for 3 additional min
utes). 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for the additional time, 
and I am trying to remember this per
fecting amendment. He retains some 
continuing authorization in his amend
ment to maintain the program under 
these more limited circumstances, 
with the caveat that if it is not ready 
in time and so forth. Can the gen
tleman tell me what the amount of 
money was then that is retained for 
the program under his perfecting 
amendment? 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ARMEY. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. Chairman, the 
amount of money is $260 million. 

Mr. ARMEY. I thank the gentleman. 
If I can redirect my attention to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania, could he 
remind me what was the amount of 
money that he had suggested would be 
necessary for the closeout? 

Mr. WALKER. If the gentleman will 
yield, the closeout cost would be some
where in the vicinity of half a billion 
dollars, $500 million. In fact, the close
out costs in the fiscal year cost us al
most twice what the allocation is in 
this authorization bill. 

Mr. OWENS of Utah. Mr. Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ARMEY. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from Utah. 

Mr. OWENS of Utah. Mr. Chairman, I 
wonder though if the gentleman from 
Texas and the gentleman from Wiscon
sin [Mr. SENSENBRENNER] could respond 
to a question. The gentleman from Wis
consin has said that the savings would 
not be there that I have quoted the 
CBO as saying would be there. I think 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania has 
in essence raised the same issue. I have 
in front of me the CBO's report of Feb
ruary 1992 on "Reducing the Deficit," 
wherein it says, "Canceling the ASRM 
Program could save $2.2 billion from 
1993 through 1997 relative to the CBO's 
baseline." 

Was the gentleman aware of that 
when he made his response earlier? 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. If the gen
tleman from Texas will yield, the an
swer to the gentleman is yes, I was 
aware of that estimate, and I do not 
think it is a correct one because it does 
not take into account the closeout 
costs, and it does not take into account 
two or three additional space shuttle 
flights. 

My estimate, based upon the mate
rial that NASA has supplied us, is that 
canceling out the ASRM is at best a 
wash at the present time, and at worst 
will actually cost the taxpayers money 
because of the additional flights and 
the closeout costs that have been pre
viously discussed in this debate. 

Mr. OWENS of Utah. If the gen
tleman from Texas will continue to 
yield, the math says that even deduct
ing those contingency programs, those 
closeout programs, the savings still 
amount up to well over $1 billion, as I 
do the math here. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman from Texas 
yield? 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. ARMEY] has 
again expired. 

(On request of Mr. SENSENBRENNER 
and by unanimous consent Mr. ARMEY 
was allowed to proceed for 1 additional 
minute.) 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
to the gentleman from Wisconsin. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair
man, I think that the CBO only looked 
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at one side of the ledger in coming up 
with its $2.2 million savings estimate. 
There are offsetting costs which the 
CBO did not take into account when it 
reached that conclusion. 

I do not think it is possible to pre
cisely quantify what those additional 
costs are, because the additional shut
tle flights that would be necessary as a 
result of the ASRM's cancellation 
would be well out into the end of the 
decade, and nobody knows what the in
flationary factor is going to be. The 
fact of the matter remains that I do 
not think the gentleman's amendment 
saves any money, and in fact, in the 
short run, with the closeout costs is 
going to actually cost the taxpayers 
money. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the 
gentleman from Texas [Mr. ARMEY] has 
again expired. 

(By unanimous consent Mr. ARMEY 
was allowed to proceed for 2 additional 
minutes.) 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, I would 
like to have my word in at the end of 
all of this. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ARMEY. I yield to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

There is one other factor in this that 
also has not been calculated into either 
the CBO estimate or some of the other 
discussions here yet. There are consid
erable upgrades that would have to be 
made on the present generation of solid 
rocket motors if we were going to go to 
the ASRM. For instance, there are as
bestos problems, there are a series of 
things that have to be done in order to 
make these boosters more effective and 
more efficient and safer. So that those 
are additional costs which are not in 
any way put into our authorization for 
the next 3 years. So if we cancel this 
program we have got to look at that in 
order to preserve our ability to fly the 
shuttle for a period of some years. 

In addition, we have some programs 
that are going to depend upon the solid 
rocket boosters beyond the space sta
tion. There is the x-ray facility, a 
major x-ray telescope which we are 
going to put into orbit which could not 
be boosted high enough if we do not 
have the solid rocket motors. So, 
therefore, on that telescope we would 
have to put an additional booster 
motor in the bay in order to boost that 
into orbit, which would be at consider
able expense over and above what we 
now plan on for that mission. So the 
expenses of that mission will go up, 
which again adds costs over the next 
decade. 

Mr. ARMEY. I want to thank all of 
the gentleman here for their help in 
clarifying the impact of these perfect
ing amendments. 

Mr. Chairman, I remain firmly in 
support of the Owens-Armey amend-

ment, and since as I understand the 
perfecting amendments, they would 
wrap parameters around appropriations 
for this project that would prevent the 
appropriations from superseding the 
will of the authorizing committee, I 
think it is probably in the best interest 
of our efforts for us to support the per
fecting amendments as well. And again 
I want to thank all of the gentlemen 
for helping me. 

Mr. CRAMER. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the requisite number of words 
and I rise in opposition to the Owens 
amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I oppose the gentle
man's amendment to delete ASRM 
funding from the NASA authorization 
bill. 

The advanced solid rocket motor was 
conceived following the tragic Chal
lenger accident to produce a safer, more 
reliable solid rocket motor for the 
space shuttle. What could be a more 
worthy program than one that will re
duce the chance of another cata
strophic accident. 

Not only will the ASRM reduce the 
likelihood of another shuttle accident, 
but it will provide a greater lift capa
bility for shuttle. Shuttle payloads will 
be able to lift at least 12,000 pounds 
more payload, or a 30-percent increase. 

This increased payload is vital to the 
space station program. The ASRM is 
required on several station assembly 
flights. The ASRM will allow the Unit
ed States, European, and Japanese lab
oratory modules as well as the United 
States habitation module to be lifted 
to the station fully integrated. 

Without ASRM these modules will 
have to be outfitted in space. This is 
precisely the type of activity this Con
gress insisted on eliminating when the 
station was restructured 2 years ago. 

Opponents of the ASRM have sug
gested that canceling the program will 
save significant amounts of money. 
Nothing could be further from the 
truth. 

We have already spent $1.2 billion on 
the ASRM. The completed program, 
which includes the first six flight sets, 
will require an additional $1.8 billion. 

Lets look at the actual termination 
costs and associated expense to the 
taxpayer. Termination of the ASRM 
contract itself will require $300 million 
immediately. Fixing the redesigned 
solid rocket motor asbestos problem 
will take $70 million. Three addi tiona! 
space station assembly flights will be 
required at $50 million each. Space sta
tion deployment will be delayed 9 
months, estimated to cost $1.5 billion. 
The total of these costs is in excess of 
$2 billion not $300 million. 

We must also consider additional an
nual operating cost expense for NASA 
if the ASRM is not available. Each 
flight set of RSRM motors will cost 
NASA $15 million more than an ASRM 
set. With an average of 9 shuttle flights 
each year, NASA will spend $135 mil-

lion -more annually. An additional sta
tion logistics flight each year will be 
needed if the ASRM is not flying. This 
will cost another $50 million for a total 
operating cost increase for NASA every 
year of $185 million. 

Clearly, it is more expensive to ter
minate the ASRM than to complete the 
program. This analysis indicates that 
the fiscally responsible approach is to 
fund ASRM and gain the benefits it 
will produce. 

I urge my colleagues to oppose this 
irresponsible amendment to terminate 
the advanced solid rocket motor. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CRAMER. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from California. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. Chairman, I would 
just like to express my admiration to 
the gentleman for laying out so clearly 
the costs involved in termination here 
as did the gentleman from Pennsylva
nia and the gentleman from Wisconsin. 

It is a complex subject, and there are 
areas which even highly capable econo
mists such as the gentleman from 
Texas would have some variation of 
opinions on. But the fact is that if we 
were to terminate this program after 
having spent 40 percent of the total 
amount that would be required to bring 
it to completion, with all the econo
mies and additional safety factors, that 
it would result in, and it would be a 
perfect example of, the kind of waste 
that attends so much of what we do 
here where we make decisions, we re
verse those decisions, we cancel 
projects after having spent billions on 
them, get none of the benefits, and all 
of the costs, and this is precisely what 
the amendment of the gentleman from 
Utah [Mr. OWENS] would accomplish if 
it is successful. 

Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CRAMER. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from Alabama. 

Mr. BEVILL. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to the Owens amendment to 
delete funding for the advanced solid 
rocket motor from the NASA author
ization bill. 

Like many of my colleagues, I recog
nize the importance of the ASRM pro
gram. As you know, the ASRM was 
conceived to create a safer, more reli
able motor with greater lift capability. 
That is exactly what it does. This capa
bility is necessary for future shuttle 
flights which will carry space station 
Freedom into orbit. 

Mr. Chairman, we have already spent 
$1.2 billion on the ASRM. To complete 
the program, another $1.8 billion is 
needed. I do not think any Member of 
this body believes it is good policy to 
start programs, spend $1 billion and 
then recommend termination. This bill 
emphasizes the importance of the 
ASRM program while recognizing to
day's fiscal realities. I commend my 
colleagues on the committee for the 
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work they have done in assuring that 
this program is continued. I urge a 
"no" vote on the Owens amendment. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRIES 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, I have a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state his parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, I would 
just like to check parliamentarily, we 
are now working on the amendment to 
the perfecting amendment of the gen
tleman from Utah with respect to the 
initial amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Utah [Mr. OWENS] on be
half of himself and myself? 

The CHAIRMAN. The Owens amend
ment is a motion to strike paragraph 1. 
The Hansen amendment and the Brown 
amendment thereto are perfecting 
amendments to a portion of paragraph 
1 and will be voted on first. The Owens 
motion to strike the entire paragraph 
will be voted on thereafter. 

Mr. ARMEY. As I understand it, the 
gentleman from Utah [Mr. HANSEN] of
fered an amendment as a perfecting 
amendment to the gentleman from 
Utah [Mr. OWENS], not as a substitute. 

Mr. BROWN. No. That is not correct. 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman 

from Texas is incorrect. The Hansen 
amendment is a perfecting amendment 
to a portion of paragraph 1. 

Mr. ARMEY. Further parliamentary 
inquiry, Mr. Chairman, therefore, if the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Utah [Mr. HANSEN] should pass, 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Utah [Mr. OWENS] would 
not be voted on? 

The CHAIRMAN. No. It would be 
voted on after that. The Committee 
will vote first on the Brown amend
ment to the Hansen amendment and 
then on the Hansen amendment as 
amended and then on the Owens mo
tion to strike. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, again, I 
am not clear in my understanding of 
the parliamentary meaning. I clearly 
understood the gentleman from Utah 
[Mr. HANSEN] to offer a perfecting 
amendment to Owens, and now I be
lieve I hear from the Chair that the 
Chair is saying that Hansen is a sub
stitute for Ownes. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Hansen amend
ment is a perfecting amendment to the 
bill, but does not rewrite the whole 
paragraph. It is a perfecting amend
ment to a portion of it. The Owens mo
tion to strike would still be voted on. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. Chairman, I have a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state his parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. Chairman, is it not 
true that the Owens amendment, as a 
striking amendment, that a substitute 
cannot be offered to such an amend
ment? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is 
correct. 

Mr. BROWN. That is the reason why 
it is not a substitute. I hope that clari-

fies it for the gentleman from Texas 
[Mr. ARMEY]. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I have 
a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state his parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. WALKER. So that we clarify it 
for my friend, the gentleman from 
Texas, is it not true that what we will 
be voting on is the Brown amendment 
to the Hansen perfecting amendment, 
and if the Brown amendment is adopt
ed, we will then vote on the Hansen 
amendment as amended? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is 
correct. 

Mr. WALKER. And then we will vote 
on the Owens amendment, as amended, 
and the final vote then would be 
Owens, as amended by Brown and by 
Hansen 

The CHAIRMAN. Technically, the 
vote would not then be on Owens, as 
amended. Owens is a motion to strike, 
and it will strike the whole paragraph. 
The perfecting amendment offered by 
the gentleman from California to the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Utah only perfects a portion of 
what the gentleman from Utah [Mr. 
OWENS] seeks, to strike the entire para
graph. 

Mr. WALKER. I thank the Chair. I 
think we have properly clarified the 
situation at the moment. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, I have a 
further parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state his further parliamentary in
quiry. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, I hate to 
prolong this debate over parliamentary 
procedures, but it seems to me then 
that, in fact, the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Utah [Mr. HANSEN] 
was not accepted as a perfecting 
amendment to Owens, and that, in fact, 
if the rules of the House prohibit a sub
stitute amendment for a striking 
amendment such as offered by the gen
tleman from Utah [Mr. OWENS], that 
the Chair should not have entertained 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Utah [Mr. HANSEN] during 
the middle of the debate on the amend
ment offered by the gentleman from 
Utah [Mr. OWENS]. And I would suggest 
that perhaps a vote on the amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Utah 
[Mr. HANSEN] is not appropriate at this 
time and should never have been ac
cepted, because it is, indeed, then a 
substitute amendment if it is not a per
fecting amendment, and I would con
sider that the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Utah [Mr. HAN
SEN], as much as I believe it to be a 
sound amendment, is, in fact, not in 
order and should have been ruled as 
such at the outset. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under section 469 of 
Jefferson's Manual, when a motion to 
strike a paragraph is offered first, 
Members can first perfect the para
graph proposed to be stricken. 

Mr. ARMEY. Again, further par
liamentary inquiry, and I must apolo
gize for taking the body's time, be
cause the Chair had just told me that 
the amendment offered by the gen
tleman from Utah [Mr. HANSEN] is not 
a perfecting amendment for the amend
ment offered by the gentleman from 
Utah [Mr. OWENS]. 

The CHAIRMAN. It is a perfecting 
amendment to a portion of the bill, to 
a portion of paragraph 1, not to the 
Owens amendment. 

D 1350 
Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, may I 

ask my final parliamentary inquiry? 
The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 

state it. 
Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, if in fact 

we have a vote on the Brown amend
ment to the Hansen amendment and 
then subsequently on the Hansen 
amendment, and then should have 
passed the Hansen amendment, as 
amended by Brown, we would have 
amended the language of the bill which 
would then be subject to being struck 
by a vote on the Owens-Armey amend
ment? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is 
absolutely right. 

Mr. ARMEY. I knew I would get that 
right eventually, and I thank the 
Chair. 

Mr. OWENS of Utah. Mr. Chairman, I 
move to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I see the handwriting 
and we knew it was there, writ large 
before we undertook to try to call the 
attention of the House to this. 

This is a project which need not be 
built, which fundamentally, fiscally is 
unsound and unneeded. 

And yes, the gentleman from Utah 
puts the amendment in part because it 
affects his State, 5,000 jobs in Utah are 
already at risk, to build the ASRM. 
That motor is doing an excellent job 
and certified as being adequate, safe 
and performing well. We do not need 
the ASRM. There are dozens of inde
pendent bodies, watchdogs to the 
Treasury and others, who point out 
that we do not need it. It is there be
cause it is there, for reasons that Mem
bers know, but it is a bad program, and 
when the appropriations process comes 
up this fall that will be a more appro
priate opportunity. 

Mr. Chairman, what is the purpose of 
this amendment? The Hansen amend
ment is a mixed message. While ap
pearing to kill the ASRM it actually 
would authorize full funding for the 
ASRM. 

My amendment is unambiguous. I am 
proposing to cut the ASRM because it 
is not needed, it is expensive, and any 
resources it gets will only harm other 
important NASA programs. If you 
want to kill ASRM. You should defeat 
this amendment. 

The litany of budget and operational 
reasons to oppose the ASRM still 
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apply. If you think the ASRM doesn't 
deserve funding if the NASA appropria
tions is $14.3 billion, why would you 
want to fully fund the ASRM if NASA 
gets over $15 billion, as my colleague 
from Utah proposes? The President's 
request for NASA was at the $15 billion 
level and he deleted any request for the 
ASRM. 

The Hansen amendment actually 
fully funds the ASRM. It flies in the 
face of three of the most prominent 
budget watchdogs, Citizens for a Sound 
Economy, the National Taxpayers 
Union and Citizens Against Govern
ment Waste, who view the ASRM pro
gram as wasteful and unnecessary. The 
Hansen amendment ignores the advice 
of the National Resource Council, a sci
entific research group which urges the 
termination of the ASRM because of 
design, manufacturing and cost ques
tions that will result in expensive cost 
overruns and additional schedule slip
page. My colleague's amendment dis
regards NASA's own aerospace safety 
advisory panel, which recommend that 
ASRM be canceled because it diverted 
scarce resources from important NASA 
safety projects. 

I know that my colleague from Utah, 
like me, opposes ASRM being built. He 
is proceeding on the theory that the 
appropriators will not appropriate 
$15.253 billion. But the Hansen amend
ment sends a mixed message. By allow
ing full funding of the ASRM, he ap
pears to be supporting the program and 
sending a challenge to the appropri
ators: Appropriate $15.253 billion or 
lose the program. 

Mr. Chairman, this country cannot 
afford to spend over $15 billion for 
NASA. And we cannot afford to spend 
$3 billion for an unneeded, wasteful, du
plicative program. Let's make our 
spending priorities crystal clear by de
feating the Hansen amendment. 

This fall or later in the summer we 
will try through the appropriations 
process to solve this problem. 

We hope that we have spoken loud 
with a message that is very important 
and at the appropriate time that the 
House may act. 

So at the appropriate time, Mr. 
Chairman, I will withdraw my amend
ment. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. OWENS of Utah. I yield to the 
gentleman from California. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. Chairman, I must 
say that the gentleman really has 
made a very eloquent argument in sup
port of his position, that the ASRM is 
not necessary or desirable. 

I happen to disagree with that posi
tion, but I can tell the gentleman that 
without the offering of his amendment, 
this matter will not have been ex
plored. There would not have been the 
full facts laid out as to all the pluses 
and minuses here, which are still sub
ject to interpretation, of course, and 

we would not have the understanding 
which the gentleman has facilitated by 
offering this amendment. 

I regret that I must oppose the 
amendment. In saying that, I am still 
not sure that the appropriations proc
ess will be adequate to guarantee that 
it is ever completed. We will have to 
face that hurdle when we come to it. 

I think the gentleman knows that in 
the past the Appropriations Committee 
has funded the program fairly gener
ously, and as we have said several 
times here, we feel it would be a shame 
to waste this investment that has been 
made. 

The matter is yet to be resolved. The 
gentleman's position is very clear and 
his arguments very forcibly presented, 
and I thank the gentleman for that. 

Mr. OWENS of Utah. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman. 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
from Utah ask unanimous consent to 
withdraw his motion to strike? 

Mr. OWENS of Utah. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to withdraw 
my amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Utah? 

Mr. ARMEY. Reserving the right to 
object for a moment, Mr. Chairman, as 
I understand, if the gentleman from 
Utah withdraws his amendment, then 
we will proceed on the Hansen amend
ment and the Brown amendment to the 
Hansen amendment; is that correct? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is 
correct. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, may I 
ask a parliamentary inquiry? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, it is my 
understanding that I took my 5 min
utes' worth of time on the Brown 
amendment to the Hansen amendment, 
so should the gentleman from Utah 
withdraw his amendment I would still 
be entitled to participate in the debate 
for 5 minutes on the Hansen amend
ment after we have voted on the Brown 
amendment; is that correct? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is 
correct. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, I want to 
thank the gentleman from Utah for 
bringing this subject to the forefront of 
this debate, for leading us to this. 

I think perhaps in the final analysis 
we will get the appropriate action in 
the best interests of the space program 
and the Nation's purse strings, and I 
want to thank the gentleman from 
Utah. 

Mr. OWENS of Utah. Mr. Chairman, 
if the gentleman will yield, I thank my 
friend, the gentleman from Texas. He is 
a valiant crusader on these types of is
sues and has made an enormous con
tribution today, and I thank the gen
tleman very much. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, I with
draw my reservation of objection. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Utah [Mr. OWENS] to withdraw his 
amendment? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 

the perfecting amendment offered by 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
BROWN] to the perfecting amendment 
offered by the gentleman from Utah 
[Mr. HANSEN]. 

The perfecting amendment to the 
perfecting amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word. 

Mr. Chairman, I should hope that we 
would not need to have a recorded vote. 
I think there is a very good consensus 
here, but just in the event that we may 
move to a record vote, let me just say 
that during these difficult budget 
times it is hard for any of us to muster 
sometimes the courage to support the 
space program; yet I do that and I do 
that quite often at the criticism of 
some people who ordinarily com
pliment me. 

The space program is important, but 
like all programs, it should not be be
leaguered and hampered by unneces
sary, fruitless, wasteful spending. 

I think the accord that has just been 
reached here by the two gentlemen 
from Utah and by the members of the 
committee gives us an enormous safe
guard against wasteful and unneces
sary spending, while still holding out 
the opportunity to enhance the space 
program should the technology de
velop. 

So I would like to offer everybody in 
the body a chance, irrespective of their 
position on the space program in gen
eral or the space station in particular, 
to vote yes for the Hansen amendment. 

If in fact you voted against the space 
station, and I did not, there is no rea
son to support the ASRM and you can 
then vote for the Hansen amendment, 
which guarantees that it will not be 
done needlessly. 

If you voted for the station, then you 
will see the need for ASRM to be de
ployed and developed and you would 
want to vote for the Hansen amend
ment that assures that it will be de
ployed only under those circumstances. 

If you are feeling guilty about voting 
for the station, as I am because I am so 
fiscally prudent and tightfisted with 
the taxpayers' money, you can now 
vote for the Hansen amendment and as
sure the opportunity that if we develop 
the technology of ASRM, we will get 
the space station up there in the cheap
est of all possible fashions. 

So if you fancy yourself a tightwad, 
stingy space explorer, like I fancy my
self, then you have the best reason to 
vote yes on the Hansen amendment. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ARMEY. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from Wisconsin, as long 
as the gentleman promises not to con
fuse me further. 
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Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Well, Mr. 

Chairman, I appreciate the gentleman 
yielding to me. 

I would just like to point out that 
the National Taxpayers Union has 
called me stingier than the gentleman 
from Texas in last year's Roll Call. 

Stingy in my opinion means that we 
want to try to give the taxpayers their 
money's worth for what we spend. 

This bill by prioritizing NASA pro
grams between the title I core program 
and the title II optional add-ons at
tempts to do just that, so that we can 
try to keep cost overruns to a mini
mum and we can bring some of the pro
grams in on time and under budget. 

This is the first time the House has 
had the opportunity to vote on such 
legislation, and I think this is a great 
feather in the cap of Chairman BROWN 
and ranking minority member WALKER 
that we were able to completely re
write the NASA budget that was sub
mitted to us from the administration 
in such a manner to reach such univer
sal bipartisan agreement. 

This is a stingy budget and the tax
payers are getting their money's 
worth. 

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman. 

Let me also say the further develop
ment we get here is that the fate of the 
space program is held now in the hands 
of the authorizing committee, not left 
to the devices of the Appropriations 
Committee. 

It is a good amendment. We should 
all vote yes. 

I want to thank especially the two 
gentlemen from Utah for their leader
ship in this area and thank the com
mittee for their diligent governance of 
the taxpayers' money. 

0 1400 

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on 
the perfecting amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Utah [Mr. HAN
SEN], as amended. 

The perfecting amendment, as 
amended, was agreed to. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. WALKER 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. WALKER: Page 

21, lines 22 through 24, strike "$87 ,500,000" 
and all that follows through " 1995 for" and 
insert in lieu thereof " for assessment of the 
mission need and cost justification or·. 

Mr. WALKER (during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con
sent that the amendment be considered 
as read and printed in the RECORD. 

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, last 

week we had a crucial vote on the fund
ing for the space station Freedom. I 
strongly supported the space station, 
but that does not mean that I do not 

believe that there are places in this bill 
where we could exercise even a little 
bit more fiscal prudence. This amend
ment eliminates the out-year funding 
contained in the "Space Transpor
tation Enhancement" line; in other 
words, the funding beyond fiscal year 
1993 for the "Space Transportation En
hancement" line. 

While I support the fiscal year 1992 
funding for space transportation en
hancement as a resource for assessing 
the need and cost justification for the 
elements outlined in the bill-extended 
duration, development of unmanned 
capabilities, increased lift perform
ance, and enhancement of shuttle reli
ability-there is simply no indication 
that funding provided in the bill is a 
realistic way of dealing with one or 
more of these improvements. We have 
no figures before us which indicate the 
true cost of these improvements, and 
to put these arbitrary numbers in the 
bill as we have done for 1994 and 1995 
simply does not make good fiscal sense, 
in my opinion. 

I have heard the argument that since 
we have elected not to do the new 
launch system, we are then forced to 
put the same magnitude of funding 
into shuttle enhancements. This com
mittee turned down the administration 
on the new launch system because it is 
too expensive and because we do not 
see a NASA mission for it, for that par
ticular piece of space transportation. 

But for all of its flaws, the new 
launch system is a real program with 
funding projections, and timelines, and 
everything else that goes into planning 
a program. The funding in the bill for 
space transportation enhancement has 
no spending plan at all, and has abso
lutely no focus. 

It seems to me that once NASA had 
made a determination that it actually 
needs an unmanned orbiter kit or needs 
a 90-day orbiter, then it can come back 
to this committee and request the 
funding, and my guess is that we will 
be very sympathetic to a real program 
plan at that point. 

I have no objection whatever to un
dertaking improvements to the space 
shuttle to make it safer and more reli
able. There is always something more 
we can do at the margins. We have 
gone through this authorization proc
ess, though, with a constant reminder 
that funding is scarce. It is in this en
vironment where we nickel-and-dime 
space exploration and space station en
hancements and the EOS program, and 
every other program in this bill, that 
then we are contemplating spending 
over half-a-billion dollars on unspec
ified programs which the agency has 
not requested. 

My amendment would say let us go 
with the money that is in there for this 
year, let us look at a plan, come back 
in future years and decide what should 
be done in this regard with a real pro
gram plan in place. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to support the amendment. 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. Chairman, I move 
to strike the last word, and I rise in re
spectful disagreement with my col
league, the gentleman from Pennsylva
nia [Mr. WALKER], and in opposition to 
his amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment, as 
the gentleman indicates, strikes a pro
vision which authorized funding for 
space transportation enhancement 
without delineating in specific detail 
what the nature of those enhancements 
would be. I personally feel that this 
item in our bill is aimed at giving the 
administration more flexibility in 
doing something that they have over 
the years seemed to feel that they 
wanted. 

There have been any number of re
views and studies made by the NASA 
Advisory Council, the Air Space Safety 
Advisory Panel, OTA, National Re
search Council, the Augustine Commit
tee, the Stafford Committee, the Payne 
Commission, which indicated the need 
for the continued enhancement of the 
space transportation system. 

It is only common sense that we 
would recognize that this great system 
on which we have relied for so many 
years needs to be continually im
proved. The administration itself has 
proposed ambitious funding for a new 
launch system. 

Now, it was the committee's feeling 
that this was an ambitious new start 
for which it was unlikely that there 
would be funds available in the out
years at the present time. 

Nevertheless, we wanted to allow the 
Administration the leeway to make 
reasonable recommendations for im
provements in the space transportation 
system, including, perhaps, more-de
tailed analyses of the mission require
ments for a new launch system or 
other enhancements that might ulti
mately be needed. 

Frankly, this provision in the bill is 
a place holder to accommodate the ad
ministration if they should seek to do 
this. 

If they feel that they want neither to 
embark upon a new launch system and 
spell out to us the mission require
ments to justify it, if they feel that 
they do not at this time want to pro
pose any other enhancements in the 
space transportation system, we would 
understand that and we would be pre
pared to accommodate that and we 
would recommend to the Committee on 
Appropriations that this not be funded , 
as a matter of fact. 

In an effort to conciliate Mr. WALK
ER, because I am always desirous of his 
support and cooperation, we offered to 
cut the amount in half. But it is his 
feeling that he wants to strike the 
whole thing. 

I think he is wrong on this point, and 
I ask that the Members vote in opposi
tion to the amendment. 
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The CHAIRMAN. Is there further de

bate on the amendment? 
If not, the question is on the amend

ment offered by the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER]. 

The question was taken, and on a di
vision (demanded by Mr. WALKER), 
there were-ayes 2, noes 1. 

So the amendment was agree to. 
The CHAIRMAN. Are there other 

amendments to title II? 
If not, are there other amendments 

to the bill? 
Mr. BROWN. Mr. Chairman, I know 

of no other amendments to the bill 
that are in order at this point. If it is 
appropriate, I move that the commit
tee do now rise. But may I inquire of 
the Parliamentarian if he knows of any 
parliamentary objections as to rising 
at this point? 

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman 
expect the bill to go to final pasage at 
this point? 

Mr. BROWN. This gentleman would 
anticipate that we vote, go to final pas
sage, but that the vote be rolled over 
until tomorrow. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Speaker will 
have to do that when the committee 
rises and reports the bill back to the 
House. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair
man, I have a parliamentary inquiry. 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Chair
man, if we rise at this point on a mo
tion of the gentleman from California 
[Mr. BROWN], does that not prevent the 
House from voting on final passage of 
the bill? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is 
correct. 

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. So that way, 
if we just put the question on the op
tion of the committee amendment in 
the nature of a substitute, the commit
tee would rise automatically, and we 
would go to final passage? 

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is 
absolutely correct. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today in support of the amendment to 
eliminate the $2.25 billion authoriza
tion for the space station. 

While I support NASA and recognize 
the vast benefits that have been ac
crued from past space projects, I be
lieve that it is careless to press forward 
on this immensely costly project that 
has only received lukewarm support 
from even the scientific community. 

First presented as a project that 
would provide many unprecedented re
search opportunities, the goals for 
space station Freedom have since be
come much more narrow and much 
more modest. 

The $2.25 billion requested for the 
space station is almost three times the 
amount of money that will go into 
AIDS research this year. How can we 
justify this when almost 300,000 Ameri-

cans are already dead from the AIDS 
virus and 1 million more are expected 
to die. 

This $2.25 billion is well over three 
times the amount that is proposed in 
the President's education reform pro
posals to improve our Nation's schools. 
With millions of illiterate children, in
creased violence in schools and de
creased competitiveness internation
ally, how can we rationalize investing 
so much in space and so little in chil
dren? 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to listen to the voters across the coun
try who are crying out for leadership 
that will improve their lives and their 
children's future. Leadership requires 
the establishment of priorities. We 
simply cannot afford to spend $2.25 bil
lion on a project with questionable use
fulness to the American people. 

Mr. HOAGLAND. Mr. Chairman, I know that 
to my friend who is chairman of the Science 
and Technology Committee, I may seem to be 
the ant at the picnic today, but I hope you will 
each vote to defeat this bill. 

Every time we vote to fund something we 
cannot afford, a space station that will cost 
$120 billion over 30 years, a Seawolf sub
marine that costs a total of $1.9 billion per 
ship, a superconducting super collider for $1 0 
billion, we hurt America. We shove the knife 
into our economy just another millimeter, ever 
so slightly each time, until we kill it. 

We commit dollars we don't have. We en
rich the German and Japanese bankers that 
we borrow the money from at 7.8 percent. We 
further impoverish our Nation, our children, 
and our grandchildren by saddling them with 
additional debt that is becoming unimaginable. 

This fiscal year alone we are incurring a 
deficit of $400 billion; $400 billion. Can you 
even fathom that amount of money? This year 
we are spending $212 billion on interest on 
the national debt, approximately $2,000 per 
taxpayer. 

And we continue to fund projects like this? 
There is nothing wrong with the space sta

tion. It has many benefits, including, I sup
pose, increased morale for the country. The 
problem is, we cannot afford it. So let's just let 
the space station wait to a day when we can 
afford it. 

There is nothing wrong with a lot of ways 
we might spend Federal money. The problem 
is we simply don't have the Federal money to 
spend. 

So let's just say "no." Let's begin the sac
rifice, let's begin the cutting, let's begin to put 
this country on the right track fiscally. It's not 
worth contributing to cause a declining stand
ard of living over a project like this that we can 
easily do without. 

I urge you to vote to kill this bill. 
Mr. McMILLEN of Maryland. Mr. Chairman, 

I rise today in support of space station Free
dom. I am pleased with the progress NASA 
has made in engineering design, hardware de
velopment, and overall management stability. I 
am especially pleased to hear that a level of 
management stability has come to the space 
station program and that the program is on 
schedule and within cost targets. 

While I share the concerns of the pro
ponents of this amendment about our Federal 

deficit and the need for difficult decisions and 
fiscal responsibility, I do not believe that the 
space station needs to be sacrificed to 
achieve these goals. 

I support the space station because it is a 
responsible investment in our future. Space 
station Freedom is an investment in our future 
quality of life and American economic competi
tiveness with an annual cost of only one-tenth 
of 1 percent' of our entire budget. In addition, 
as we are all aware, this is an authorization 
bill, not an appropriations bill, and the budget 
process does not allow dollars to be applied to 
the deficit. 

I am also aware of the concerns raised by 
my fellow supporters of the Earth observatory 
system that the space station funding jeopard
izes the EOS program. While I acknowledge 
their concerns, I strongly believe that the po
tential benefits of both of these programs are 
worthy of our continued funding support. 

Space station Freedom has become the 
cornerstone of our future space program-pro
viding the laboratory and training ground for 
future human exploration of the Moon and the 
planets, and for advancing our knowledge of 
new and emerging critical technologies. 

In the area of biotechnology, space station 
Freedom will provide scientists with an un
precedented environment for the study of nor
mal or cancerous human tissues outside the 
body. The potential medical applications could 
involve the growth of tissues for transplan
tation, cancer, and antiviral therapies, models 
for drug testing, and the study of disease 
models in human tissue. 

Currently the space station contributes to 
the positive U.S. balance of trade in aero
space, which accounts for 1 0 percent of all 
U.S. exports. In 1990, the United States en
joyed a $27.3 billion trade surplus while that 
same year the United States suffered an over
all trade deficit of $101 billion. Currently, the 
space station provides for 75,000 jobs-mostly 
high-skilled jobs, and the technology spin-offs 
from the space station could create even a far 
greater job boom. 

We cannot let our dire budget situation 
hamper both our will and ability to make fis
cally responsible investments in our future. 
The potential rewards to be reaped from 
NASA projects such as the space station are 
too important. I urge my colleagues vote 
against this amendment. 

The CHAIRMAN. If there are no fur
ther amendments, the question is on 
the committee amendment in the na
ture of a substitute, as amended. 

The committee amendment in the 
nature of a substitute, as amended, was 
agreed to. 

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the 
Committee rises. 
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Accordingly, the Committee rose; 
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. ED
WARDS of California) having assumed 
the chair, Mr. HARRIS~ Chairman of the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union, reported that that 
Committee, having had under consider
ation the bill (H.R. 4364) to authorize 
appropriations to the National Aero
nautics and Space Administration for 
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research and development, space flight, 
control and data communications, con
struction of facilities, research and 
program management, and inspector 
general, and for other purposes, pursu
ant to House Resolution 432, he re
ported the bill back to the House with 
an amendment adopted by the Commit
tee of the Whole. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. ED
WARDS of California). Under the rule, 
the previous question is ordered. 

Is a separate vote demanded on any 
amendment to the committee amend
ment in the nature of a substitute 
adopted by the Committee of the 
Whole? If not, the question is on the 
committee amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time, and passed, and a motion to 
reconsider was laid on the table. 

PERMISSION FOR SUBCOMMITTEE 
ON INTERNATIONAL DEVELOP
MENT, FINANCE, TRADE AND 
MONETARY POLICY OF COMMIT
TEE ON BANKING, FINANCE AND 
URBAN AFFAIRS TO SIT DURING 
5-MINUTE RULE ON TOMORROW 
Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that tomorrow, 
May 6, 1992, the Subcommittee on 
International Development, Finance, 
Trade and Monetary Policy of the Com
mittee on Banking, Finance and Urban 
Affairs, be permitted to sit while the 
House is proceeding under the 5-minute 
rule. 

Mr. Speaker, this has been cleared by 
the minority, and we look forward to 
the minority's active participation. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
woman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 3515 

Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent to remove my 
name as a cosponsor of H.R. 3515. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gentle
woman from Ohio? 

There was no objection. 

WHAT WE CAN DO FOR OUR 
MOTHERS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle
woman from Ohio [Ms. OAKAR] is recog
nized for 60 minutes. 

Ms. OAKAR. Mr. Speaker, my col
leagues and the American people, as 
you know, Sunday is Mothers Day, and 
I know we all have a special feeling in 

our hearts for our mothers. My own 
mother is deceased, but on that day 
our whole family bows their heads and 
thanks God that we had such a great 
mother. My mother, Margaret, was just 
wonderful, and I think most people feel 
that way about their mothers. 

I think we always wonder what to get 
our mothers for Mothers Day, and I 
think one of the things we ought to do 
is to rededicate ourselves toward cur
ing diseases that affect women. We 
need to dedicate ourselves toward find
ing a solution to the fact that the poor
est people in the country are women 
over 65 who are female and poor. It is 
really a scandal that we still have dis
crimination in our various pensions, 
Social Security, no matter how non
maliciously intended that discrimina
tion is. If a woman is part of a two
earner couple and part of the 26 million 
women who work along with their hus
bands, her credits in Social Security do 

. not count for anything, and so women 
who are working spouses are discrimi
nated against. Homemakers who go in 
and out of the labor force to have chil
dren are discriminated against because 
it is the homemaker, the women of 
America, who are usually the 
caregivers who have the children, obvi
ously, and take care of the sick parent. 
Even if a woman has paid all of her 
credits, that person is not able to be 
covered under disability if she has been 
out of the labor force for more than 5 
years. 
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Then we have the discrimination 

against divorcees. Women who have 
been married less than 10 years have no 
access to the economic partnership 
that Social Security is supposed to 
guarantee. 

For many years I have been working 
on a bill trying to get it passed and was 
happy to see a little small part of it 
passed a couple of weeks ago related to 
widowed women. I have been trying to 
get passed the comprehensive earnings 
sharing approach to one's credit, so 
that you take each spouse's credits, di
vide them in two between both men 
and women, and that family would 
have more spending power. So you 
would take care of the working spouse. 

You would also cover the homemaker 
for disability and you would give credit 
to the woman for her economic part
nership, irrespective of the number of 
years that she was married to the indi
vidual. 

Canada does it, France does it, and 
England does it. It is just like national 
health insurance. We are the only in
dustrialized country that does not have 
equity in pensions in our Social Secu
rity System, just as we are the only 
country that is industrialized, with the 
exception of South Africa, that does 
not have a right, not a privilege, to na
tional health insurance. 

I want to zero in on part of my bill 
that relates to health insurance, and it 

is the part about research. Today we 
had a press conference with the Breast 
Cancer Coalition attending. 

This is a coalition of various organi
zations throughout the country that 
have organized to say we will no longer 
tolerate this epidemic in breast cancer. 
It is affecting the lives of one out of 
nine women in this country, and we 
want to do something about it. 

What better gift can we give to the 
mothers and their daughters and 
grandmothers and sisters of this coun
try, what better gift can this male
dominated body do for our mothers 
than to find a cure for breast cancer? 

It really is an epidemic. Let me give 
you an example. During the Vietnam 
war when we lost 57,000 men and 
women so tragically, the fact is that 
during that same era we lost 330,000 
women to breast cancer, and it is going 
up. 

Two years ago when my mammog
raphy legislation that finally got cov
ered under Medicare, and I was very 
grateful for the support, even though it 
was at first reluctant in this body, but 
the fact is we do have mammography 
coverage in Medicare, which I am told 
saves 4,000 lives of women every year 
because now we cover it. So I hope 
these Medicare recipients take advan
tage of that benefit. 

But 2 years ago I said there were 
175,000 women who every year found 
out they had breast cancer. Today it is 
181,000, and it is going up. 

Twenty years ago it was 1 out of 20 
women who had breast cancer. Today it 
is one out of nine. So it is important 
for us to view breast cancer as an epi
demic, one which disrupts the lives of 
our people. 

Ask our colleague JIM OBERST AR 
from Minnesota, who has been public 
about this. Ask him what it does to his 
family to have lost his wife Jo, in her 
fifties, to breast cancer. Ask what does 
it do to that 16-year-old daughter of his 
and the rest of his family. 

It is extremely disruptive. It does so 
much to affect the American family. 

Breast cancer affects everyone. We 
have had four out of our last five first 
ladies who have had some kind of 
breast surgery. I am very proud of 
Betty Ford, who was one of the first 
people to ever come forward and ac
knowledge publicly that she had a 
problem in breast cancer and was pub
lic about it. She is one of the most 
functional women, not only related to 
this disease, but in the whole area of 
alcohol and drug addiction and how 
functional she still is, even though she 
has had that cancer arrested some 
years ago. 

So what is it that we want to do in 
honor of our mothers? What do we 
want to do? 

Well, there are a few things we ought 
to do, and I have introduced some bills 
to do it. Then we want to go forward 
with some other new ideas. 
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First is a bill, H.R. 382, called the 

Breast Cancer Informed Decision Act. 
That act says that every woman who 
has a problem has a right to know ex
actly what options she has when deal
ing with her breast cancer. 

We had a situation for years where 
radical surgery was performed, when in 
fact some women only needed the lump 
removed and they did not have to go 
through the disfiguring and all other 
kind of things that relate to more radi
cal surgery. 

So women ought to be informed. 
They can take it if doctors tell them 
the options. A simple thing like giving 
a woman the National Institutes of 
Health pamphlet is sufficient in terms 
of informed decision. 

Some States have already passed 
that bill on a State level. The State of 
Maryland passed it, and we ought to do 
it nationally. So that is one thing. 

The second thing we ought to do with 
respect to any disease, let alone breast 
cancer, which is an epidemic, is we 
ought to say that we want to find that 
breast cancer at an early stage, early 
detection, prevention. 

All of our health policies, with very 
few exceptions, do little with respect to 
prevention. We will pay for strokes in 
public and private policies, but we will 
not pay to give a free blood pressure 
check. 

We will pay for cirrhosis of the liver, 
which costs a lot of money to treat, 
but we will not pay for alcohol treat
ment. 

We will pay for breast cancer sur
gery, chemotherapy, and radiation in 
our public and private policies for the 
most part, but we will not give as part 
of the policy, until we did it with Medi
care, a mammogram. 

My office had to do the proving of 
how much money it would save, let 
alone saving the lives of the individ
uals, when we were stuck with esti
mates from the Congressional Budget 
Office when I was a member of the Pep
per Commission, the 15-memoer Pepper 
Commission. I happened to be the only 
woman. I wanted to put in all these 
preventive health care areas, like im
munization for children, like mammog
raphy, and like cancer screening for 
men. Men are more likely to get pros
tate cancer, which is also somewhat 
epidemic for men. They kept telling me 
that it was too expensive. 

Well, I have to tell you something: 
That is a bunch of baloney. You can 
save money if you have preventive 
health care in our public health poli
cies and our private health policies, if 
you estimate what . it costs over a 3-
year period, and if you estimate what 
it will cost over an annual period. Of 
course, a lot of people will take advan
tage of the benefit. 
· We have found that when you catch 

breast cancer, as an example, at an 
early stage, let us say stage one, which 
is completely curable if you catch it at 

that early stage, when you catch it in 
stage one it costs $10,000 or less to 
treat the patient, and they are prob
ably going to be cured. 

If you catch it at a later stage it 
costs between $65,000 and $125,000. So 
you have to analyze what you save by 
arresting disease at an early stage. 

Frankly, most public and private 
policies do not want to do that. They 
only want to do the quick fix, let us 
make the profit real fast in a year on 
an annual basis. 

So prevention, all of the amendments 
that I put in the Pepper Commission 
report related to preventive health 
care, that are also in my bill for na
tional health insurance, H.R. 8; saves 
the people $45 billion when you put pre
vention in. 

So that is the second thing we want 
to do about this disease. We want to 
find it at an early stage or prevent it. 

Finally what do we want to do? We 
want to find a cure for breast cancer. I 
am telling you, if there is ever a moti
vation, you know, we see all these peo
ple retiring and set up with the nega
tive publicity and so on, with the fact 
we are not focused on issues in this 
body or we wish the press would focus 
on this, I will tell you one reason why 
I want to come back: I want to find a 
cure for breast cancer. 
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I can tell my colleagues one thing, I 

am not going to rest until we do that 
because we are not only going to save 
lives around here and in our country, 
we are going to save a lot of money as 
well. 

How can we find a cure for it? My 
colleagues ought to know that 90 per
cent of all research in this country to 
find cures to diseases is Government
sponsored. It is sponsored by tax
payers' dollars at the National Insti
tutes of Health. It is about 9 billion 
dollars' worth. We might think that is 
a lot of money to do research in health 
to find cures to diseases, all the dis
eases, not just breast cancer. But it is 
peanuts compared to what we spend for 
research in the military budget. We 
spend $35 billion in research in the 
military budget to find new ways to 
build missiles, more creative ways to 
create bombs, more ways to find ave
nues for better guns, and so on. 

I think the American people would 
like us to transfer some of that $35 bil
lion and give part of it, at least, to the 
National Institutes of Health to find 
cures for diseases. That will save the 
taxpayers a lot of money, and that will 
also save the taxpayers a lot of grief 
because of their loved ones' sicknesses. 

Let me give the example of Alz
heimer's disease, which is a classic ex
ample of how much money consumers 
pay, let alone the pain and stress that 
they go through when they have a 
loved one who has that terrible disease. 

Americans spend $90 billion a year 
out of their pockets for Alzheimer's 

disease, $90 billion to care for their 
loved ones, to put them in nursing 
homes or to have congregate services 
that are not covered under any insur
ance policy. That is why in my policy 
that I am advocating we have long
term care. We want those services cov
ered. They can hardly afford to care for 
their loved ones. 

Yet we only spend about $300 million 
to $400 million on research, Dr. 
Bernadine Healy tells us, who is the ex
cellent head of the National Institutes 
of Health-by the way, I am very proud 
of the fact that she came from one of 
my own institutions in my own city of 
Cleveland, the Cleveland Clinic; she 
was director of research there. 

She tells us that within 5 years, if we 
really impacted on Alzheimer's disease, 
we would understand much better and 
possibly lead to some form of cure, if 
we only would dramatically impact on 
that disease and let the researchers 
really go at it. So why not transfer 
some of that $35 billion that we are 
spending on weaponry, that we are 
spending on NATO and other countries' 
research and why not spend it here to 
find cures for diseases? It is 31J2 times 
less for health diseases in research 
than it is for the defense budget in re
search. 

What we want to do for breast can
cer, which has been underfunded like so 
many women's health problems are un
derfunded, we want to increase the re
search for breast cancer by $300 mil
lion. That may sound like a lot of 
money, but it is really very little. 

Do my colleagues know that four out 
of five grants that are recommended by 
the National Cancer Institute to be 
funded, where these brilliant people 
want to work on the research to find a 
cure for this disease, cannot be funded 
because they do not have the funds for 
it? Last year, finally, we got, and we 
were happy that they did it, I intro
duced a bill to increase breast cancer 
research funding by $50 million. They 
gave us $42 million. I had the help of 
the women's caucus. There are 31 
women out of 535 in this body. I am 
proud to be joined by my female col
leagues in having a Health Equity Act 
to increase basic research and other 
areas for diseases like breast cancer. 

We got $42 million, but we are still 
not funding all of these grants that 
will ultimately, I believe from the bot
tom of my heart, find a cure. And what 
is very, very interesting about that is 
that several years ago the women, with 
the help of the gentleman from Califor
nia [Mr. WAXMAN] asked for a GAO re
port on how many grants, what type of 
research was done on female-domi
nated diseases like osteoporosis and 
cervical cancer and uterine cancer and 
breast cancer, et cetera, and women 
who have problems with alcoholism, 
and we found that only 13 percent of 
the whole budget was spent on women's 
diseases. 
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As a matter of fact, women were not 

even included in many clinical trials. 
For 20 years, as an example, for 20 
years ·they did a study on aging dis
eases in the 1970's and 1980's. They did 
not find one woman to be part of the 
clinical trial. Yet two out of three el
derly happen to be female. But they 
could not analyze any woman because 
they said somehow we had a different 
hormonal makeup than men. 

How are we going to find a cure for 
osteoporosis, as an example, if we do 
not include women in clinical trials? 

When they did that study on aspirin, 
they did a study of 21,000 people about 
Ph or 2 years ago. Twenty-one thou
sand people took an aspirin a day, and 
what they found was that it appeared 
to have a good effect on preventing 
heart disease. The only problem with 
that was that they did not include one 
woman. So what are we supposed to say 
to the women of America? Are we sup
posed to say, Well, you do not count? 

The fact is that one out of two heart 
attacks in this country happen to be 
female heart attacks. 

It is not a male versus female issue. 
Men care about what happens to their 
grandmothers, and their mothers, and 
their sisters, and their daughters. They 
want the women of America to be 
healthy and they want their mothers 
to be healthy. This is the tribute that 
I am trying to pay to the mothers of 
America by giving this extempo
raneous discussion of the whole issue of 
female-dominated diseases and how 
women are treated in this country with 
special focus on breast cancer. 

The Breast Cancer Coalition wants to 
support the strategy that I have put 
forward that would have us fund a $300 
million increase for comprehensive 
breast cancer research. We want to 
know why there is an epidemic in this 
country for breast cancer. There is not 
an epidemic in Japan, for example. 
T.hey have a very, very small incidence 
of breast cancer. Yet America is the 
leader in this disease. 

The other thing I want to do, and I 
have not even introduced the bill yet. 
And in fairness to my male colleagues, 
I have to say this, that I have not in
troduced the bill yet called the Na
tional Breast Cancer Strategy Act, 
which would give a comprehensive 
strategy on how we lick this terrible 
disease to detect, diagnose, treat, cure, 
and educate the public about breast 
cancer. 

I have not introduced the act yet. I 
am going to do it either the end of this 
week or early next week. But I already 
have 32 Members who called our office, 
had heard about the bill, and want to 
cosponsor it. I think that is just ter
rific. 

I really thank my colleagues, and I 
want to encourage any of my other col
leagues to cosponsor it. 

I would like to have a majority of 
Members cosponsor it. That would 

show, if we have a majority of the 
Members, we are going to have a ma
jority being men because this is a 
male-dominated body, and it would 
show the great concern that men have 
about this terrible disease. 

What would the bill that I am about 
to introduce do, called the National 
Breast Cancer Strategy Act? 
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I have already indicated that it is a 

comprehensive strategy on Federal ef
forts to detect, diagnose, treat, cure, 
and educate the public about breast 
cancer. It would set up a commission 
to study and coordinate the current ef
forts and to propose a national strat
egy, just as we do for AIDS. 

I support AIDS research and all of 
the other areas related to AIDS. They 
get about $1.7 billion. Breast cancer, by 
the way, gets about $120 million, and 
yet it is much more of an epidemic 
than AIDS. I do not want to have any 
competition. I just want to raise what 
we do for breast cancer, because it is 
really underfunded and not on the 
front burner in the manner in which I 
would like to see it. 

I want to create a National Institutes 
of Health office, just as we have for 
AIDS, on breast cancer. I want to es
tablish a breast cancer commission, 
just as we did relative to the needs of 
our health care in this country, the 
Pepper Commission, of which I was 
proudly a member, and have some ex
perts on that commission to relate and 
study the efforts we are doing to see if 
we have a national strategy. 

I want to have scholarships given to 
our people who want to go into the 
field of research relative to breast can
cer. I want to name it after one of the 
true heroines of this country, a woman 
originally from Maryland by the name 
of Rose Kushner who recently died of 
breast cancer, but she was a journal
ist-one of the journalists with great 
integrity, I might add-and she was a 
health journalist who found that she 
herself had this terrible disease. She 
was the one who pioneered this two
step method in treating breast cancer, 
so women did not have to be knocked 
out and not know what was going to 
happen to them once they had their 
surgery. They were never told in the 
past what the prognosis was, what was 
going to happen to them. 

She was the one that said, 
Give a woman a biopsy first, tell her what 

her options are, and then if you have to pro
ceed with surgery, proceed. But do not just 
give a woman an anesthetic and then expect 
her to wake up not knowing what would hap
pen to her body. 

What a terrible thing to go through. 
Rose was the one that pioneered the 

effort to have women fully informed. 
She was the one that was a mentor to 
me in telling me what we ought to do 
and strategizing how to lick this dis
ease and find a cure, so I have named 
the scholarship program after her. 

One of the reasons we need scholar
ships-we need people to go into the 
field of research, particularly in this 
area-is because many individuals, be
cause this disease is so underfunded, do 
not have options. All our brilliant peo
ple are leaving this field of research. 
We want doctors to be involved, we 
want biochemists to be involved, we 
want immunologists to be involved. 
Yes, we want nurses to be involved, and 
other health practitioners who want to 
really zero in on this terrible disease, 
this epidemic, called breast cancer. So 
part of the bill would provide scholar
ships. 

There would also be a part of the bill 
that would have 10 additional special
ized programs of research excellence on 
breast, lung, and prostate cancer. We 
call these SPORE's. There are about 
three of them around the country. We 
have some wonderful research being 
done throughout the country, and in 
my own city of Cleveland, at various 
centers: Mt. Sinai, Cleveland Clinic, 
University Hospital, St. John's, and 
the list goes on and on. We have dedi
cated individuals, not only in my area 
of greater Cleveland but throughout 
the country, who are doing terrific re
search. 

We ought to establish an excellence 
in research, give them the tools to con
tinue, so we can find the clues to how 
to arrest and immunize against breast, 
lung, and prostate cancer. 

By the way, just so the men do not 
think I am not interested in diseases 
that afflict them, it is a great source of 
sadness to me that 1 out of 11 men in 
this country get prostate cancer. It is 
an epidemic for them. It is not as much 
of an epidemic as breast cancer is for 
women, but it is catching steam and it 
is a terrible disease. 

Speaker Tip O'Neill, our own Speak
er, has had prostate cancer. He is doing 
well, but he is lucky to have detected 
it sooner than some. Silvio Conte, the 
late-great Congressman from Massa
chusetts, died of prostate cancer, I am 
told. I understand some Members in 
our own body, along with the Senate, 
also. These men mirror America. They 
are the ones that are more afflicted 
with these types of diseases, so we 
want these SPORE's, these research 
areas, to impact on not only breast 
cancer but lung cancer and prostate 
cancer. 

I want to say, for those who say, "We 
just cannot do it, we do not have the 
money to do it," I want to ask them to 
think about this, because it really is a 
devastating kind of piece of informa
tion. Listen to this. In the past 3 years 
our country-and remember, 90 percent 
of all research is Government-spon
sored-in the last 3 years our country 
has spent more on defense-related re
search, that is, how to find more cre
ative means, or research for weapons, 
in the past 3 years our Nation has 
spent more on defense-related research 
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than on all biomedical and health re
search conducted since the turn of the 
century. 

Then we wonder why we have not 
found cures for diseases. All of our in
genuity, or most of our ingenuity, our 
brilliance in this country in research, 
is done on the military and weaponry, 
as opposed to finding cures for disease. 

We just heard from Dr. Broder, who 
is the very excellent, capable Director 
of the National Cancer Institute. We 
just heard from Dr. Broder this morn
ing. They said to him, "Can we afford 
to fund breast cancer research by an 
additional $300 million?" He has to be 
careful. He canno.t come out and say, 
"Yes, I wish you would." But what he 
does not want to see, I can bet on it, is 
he does not want to see the money I 
want for breast cancer research taken 
out of other research. 

I do not want to do it, either. I want 
the money out of the military research 
budget. They have $35 billion to play 
around with to find more creative ways 
to build missiles and bombs and so on, 
and the whole National Institutes of 
Health, which is research for every dis
ease imaginable, has three-and-a-half, 
four times less. They only have $9 bil
lion. 

Why not transfer $4 billion, they will 
never miss it, and put it in and· invest 
in our country's future, invest in our 
country's health, and put it into re
search, like breast cancer, so we can 
find a cure? Would it not be wonderful 
if every little girl that is born can be 
immunized against breast cancer, just 
as we found a polio vaccine? Would it 
not be wonderful if every young boy, 
every baby boy, could be immunized 
against prostate cancer? Look at the 
effect on that person's life. That person 
could be heal thy and immunized 
against that disease, and look at the 
money we would save by finding cures 
to diseases. 

Mr. Speaker, on Mother's Day let us 
say "Happy Mother's Day" to each 
woman in America by finding cures to 
female-dominated diseases, and in par
ticular let us find a cure to breast can
cer and let us pass the legislation that 
I would be introducing. 

FATE OF THE FORESTS OF THE 
PACIFIC NORTHWEST 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Oregon [Mr. DEFAZIO] is 
recognized for 15 minutes. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I appre
ciate the Chair's generous grant of 
time in an attempt to discuss an issue 
here on which I could take several 
hours. It is often characterized unfor
tunately in 2G-second sound bites or in 
30-second radio ads. It is the fate of the 
forests of the Pacific Northwest region 
of the country. This has become an 
issue that is known across the Nation, 
the issue of the spotted owl, the con-

troversy of a balance between the spot
ted owl, old-growth forest ecosystems 
and the communities, the timber-de
pendent communities, the loggers, the 
timber workers, the mill workers of 
the Pacific Northwest. 

First we have to get straight exactly 
what it is that is at issue. That is con
fusing to begin with. The Wilderness 
Society has probably the best maps of 
what they call ancient forests for the 
Pacific Northwest. The Wilderness So
ciety has found by their maps that 
there is 1.8 million acres of large, in
tact blocks of late successional old 
growth, or 1.8 million acres, as they 
say it simplistically of ancient forest 
left. 

I have introduced legislation which 
would protect that 1.8 million acres 
and would set it off limits. In fact, 
most all of the bills that have been in
troduced on this issue would set off 1.8 
million acres, those most choice and 
precious 1.8 million acres in the Pacific 
Northwest off limits to logging. If that 
were the issue I would not be standing 
before the House today, Mr. Speaker, 
nor would this issue have dragged on 
for 3 years in the courts, and now is be
coming a very volatile issue before the 
U.S. Congress. The issue goes beyond 
those 1.8 million acres. It is easy to set 
aside those 1.8 million acres that would 
have a minimal economic impact on 
the Northwest, and all of us who enjoy 
all of the other values of the forests 
would be gratified by that. 

But the issue now is the health of the 
whole forest ecosystem, the biodiver
sity of the entire Pacific Northwest 
and the species that are dependent on 
that ecosystem. In the past, Mr. Speak
er, we have tried to resolve these con
flicts with what is called "save and 
sacrifice." That is, we set aside some 
areas, we draw a line around them and 
we say those areas will stand for all 
time, or at least as long as the Con
gress of the United States and the Con
stitution stand, as wilderness, and 
those areas outside those lines, unless 
they are parks or other set-asides will 
be sacrificed or managed for general 
forests under what we consider to be 
the best science of the day. 

Setting aside the 1.8 million acres of 
ancient forest is not enough to restore 
the diversity and productivity of the 
forests of the Pacific Northwest. That 
is why we have such an issue before us 
today. 

A little history is in order. In the 
1970's we had a major controversy over 
our forestlands across the entire Unit
ed States. That controversy was set
tled finally with the adoption of the 
National Forest Management Act of 
1974 which required our forests then to 
be managed on a sustained yield basis 
and have a wide diversity of wildlife 
dispersed throughout the land. The 
best science of the day was applied. 
Large, dispersed clearcut, in the North
west approximately 40 acres because 

the terrain is very hilly, connected by 
an extraordinary extensive road net
work, a road network that has now 
more miles in it many times over than 
the entire interstate network of the 
United States, crisscrossing our 
forestlands. The verdict is in on the 
science of the 1970's. It did not work so 
well. The owl, the salmon, and other 
sensitive species have sent us a wake
up call. They have said the forest 
science and political science and the 
political compromise adopted in the 
1970's in the Forest Management Act 
will not give us the certainty we need 
for the 1990's and beyond into the next 
century. They clearly will not give us, 
given the current controversy, the cer
tainty we need for the biodiversity and 
the health of our forests, nor will they 
give us the certainty that we demand 
as citizens of the Northwest and citi
zens of the United States of America 
for those people dependent upon those 
forests for their livelihood. We need a 
solution of the 1990's applying the 
science of the 1990's to resolve this 
problem. 

We can start with protection of that 
1.8 million acres of late successional 
old growth, that 1.8 million acres of an
cient forest. That is set aside. That is 
set aside in my bill and qther bills, but 
we have to build on that base. There 
have been I believe 11 or 12 bills intro
duced now on this issue. It appears as 
we go to markup in the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs the day 
after tomorrow that there will be two 
or three bills offered before the com
mittee, my bill being one of those. Ap
parently Chairman MILLER and Chair
man VENTO will offer an alternative 
and there may be others. I am going to 
focus on Chairman MILLER's and Chair
man VENTO's bill and my bill. 

The debate has become incredibly po
lar-ized. I am not certain that either ex
treme in this debate any longer wants 
a legislative solution. I have sat down 
with both sides within the last 2 weeks, 
representatives of the national envi
ronmental groups, representatives of 
the national industry trade associa
tions and individual members of the in
dustry to discuss whether or not they 
believe in their hearts that we need a 
legislative compromise to resolve this 
issue. I have heard some voices in the 
industry say no, let us wait for the ad
ministration. We have been waiting 3 
years for President Bush and his ad
ministration to give us a coherent and 
a single policy on this issue, and they 
have failed. The Fish and Wildlife Serv
ice takes one position, Secretary Lujan 
is working on another, and the Forest 
Service has adopted yet another. They 
are all in conflict, and they cannot be 
because the laws are supposed to be 
uniform, and we are supposed to have 
one President who speaks for all of 
those agencies. He certainly names the 
people who head them up, but he does 
not seem to control their actions. 
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Strange management I find at the 
White House. Perhaps the President 
does not want to see a resolution. 

These people in the industry say we 
can tough it out, we can wait for the 
administration. "We are going to wait 
for the whole loaf, Congressman 
DEFAZIO, because your bill will not 
give us the whole loaf, and we want the 
whole loaf." 

That is not what I hear from the 
workers in my communities scattered 
throughout the rural parts of south
western Oregon. One-half of the timber 
at issue is in my congressional district. 
One-half of the proposed set-asides are 
in my congressional district. If this is 
not handled sensitively and sensitive 
to the people of my district and the en
vironment of my district, it could be a 
disaster. Either way I cannot let that 
happen. 

Likewise, the environmental groups 
have moved to a further pole on their 
side. They have recently chosen to de
pict me with a lot more hair than I 
have in reality as Smokey the Bear 
with a chain saw. They have taken this 
debate about as far as they can take it. 
The Ancient Forest Alliance now sup
ports what they call the only accept
able alternative, which was enumer
ated by a group of scientists, and I will 
get to that in a moment, as option 14-
C of their plan. It would mean the prac
ticable end of harvesting of any timber 
on all public lands, whether or not 
those public lands are second growth. 
Tree plantations recently cutover 
could not be replanted if they were 
under their proposal. They think that 
they are better off with no legislation. 
They think they can drive the debate 
further in their direction, and they too 
want the whole loaf. 

So I have national environmental 
groups on one side and they want the 
whole loaf, and they are out there 
trashing me. I have the industry on the 
other side who are saying I am too 
much with the environmentalists, and 
saying that they want the whole loaf. 
Well , the forests, the owls, and salmon, 
the ancient forests, the communities 
and workers and residents of my dis
trict, and I think the residents of the 
United States are not demanding the 
whole loaf. They want to see a fair and 
equitable resolution of this issue. 
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The scientists came up with 12 op
tions. They charted 12. They did not 
chart No. 14. They said No. 14 would 
make most merchantable timber 
stands off limits to timber harvest. 
That is now the official position of the 
Ancient Forest Alliance, put all public 
lands off-limits. That is not necessary 
to protect that 1.7 million acres of an
cient forest. We do not need to put 14 
million acres of land off-limits to pro
tect 1. 7 million acres, but we do need to 
do more than set aside those 1. 7 million 
acres, and I grant that. 

Yesterday chairmen MILLER and 
VENTO released a draft. They started at 
option 12 of the scientists of the Gang 
of Four, and that is about an 80- or 85-
percent reduction in the harvest levels. 
But then they added a couple of little 
fillips to that. They said that any par
cel of land, mixed growth, which meets 
their definition of old growth. which is 
incredibly broad, 80 acres or larger 
would also be set aside. That moves 
them to option 14 of the Gang of Four 
Scientists. Remember what they said 
about 14, make most merchantable 
timber stands off-limits to timber har
vests. They also added provisions tore
strict access to private lands and pro
hibit fighting forest fires. We are head
ing into the worst forest-fire season in 
the history of the Western United 
States, and they would prohibit fight
ing forest fires on 10 to 12 million acres 
of adjacent public lands to the most 
populated areas of the Pacific North
west, and insect infestations on those 
lands. That would be a disaster. That 
could well be the end of the ancient 
forests. 

I understand after conversations with 
one of the chairmen, Chairman VENTO, 
that they may remove a couple of 
those provisions. Another member of 
the committee intends to offer legisla
tion to put them back in. He will do 
the bidding of the Ancient Forest Alli
ance and offer the no-harvest alter
native. 

Remember, there are 1.8 million 
acres of ancient forest left. I am will
ing to set that totally aside and set 
aside additional millions of acres, and 
then on other acres of land, I am going 
to revolutionize forest management for 
the U.S. Forest Service and the Bureau 
of Land Management. I am going to go 
to the science of the 1990's and the next 
century and discard the failed and 
bankrupt science of the 1970's, discard 
the political compromise of the 1970's. 
It is not doing the job. It is not giving 
us the diverse and healthy forests that 
we want. It is not going to assure that 
we will have those forests forever, that 
we will not have the problems that 
they are having in Germany and else
where with third and fourth and fifth 
generations of forests that are dying 
strangely. 

I want to leave a legacy of more old 
growth when I leave Congress and when 
I leave this Earth rather than less, and 
more healthy forests rather than less. 
But I also want healthy communities 
and vibrant communities in my dis
trict. 

I have sat through hundreds of hours 
of testimony, hearings, and I have sat 
through lectures, I have done innumer
able tours, spent hundreds of hours 
reading on the subject, and I have 
crafted a unique and very thoughtful 
and extraordinarily complex alter
native. It is nearly 80 pages long. It is 
impossible to describe it in 15 minutes 
on the floor of the House of Represent-

atives. It is impossible to describe it in 
an hour to someone who does not fully 
understand the issues, someone who is 
not a forestry scientist or someone in
volved intimately in these issues. 

It is a fair and reasonable com
promise. It will provide for a set-aside 
of those 1.8 million acres of ancient for
est. Additional millions of acres of land 
would be set aside during the interim 
period, and other millions of acres of 
land would be managed much more sen
sitively with riparian setbacks, more 
sensitively in critical watersheds, 
longer rotations; species tree diversity 
would be implemented on those lands, 
and lands outside that, my biodiversity 
area, would be managed according to 
the preferred alternatives of the forest 
plans. 

It is a quantum leap forward for the 
ancient forests, but it ~has one little 
thing in there that the environmental 
groups do not want to accept. It also 
allows a reduced, but certain, supply of 
timber for my timber communities and 
the workers dependent upon that in
dustry. They are not willing to accept 
any level of harvest any longer. They 
are saying none. 

In fact, this draft that was intro
duced yesterday which the chairmen 
now say that perhaps they will remove 
the provision that would have re
stricted even harvest on private lands, 
because access would have been re
stricted. 

It is easy to trash what I am doing in 
a 30-second radio ad. It is easy to trash 
what I am doing with cute phrases. It 
is easy and clever and fun to character
ize me as some sort of extremist on one 
side or the other. It is not so easy to 
swallow your pride and say that there 
is some reasonable middle ground. 

Well, I represent the Fourth Congres
sional District of the United States of 
America. By God, I am privileged to do 
that, and I am happy to do that. 

It is my lot to try and resolve this 
issue. The facts lead me to the conclu
sions of my bill. A balance is possible 
despite what the industry says on one 
side and the environmental groups say 
on the other. A balance and a com
promise that preserves the ancient for
ests and preserves the economy of the 
Pacific Northwest is possible, and I am 
going to do my damndest to legislate 
it. 

INSTITUTIONAL CORRUPTION 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. WALK
ER] is recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, in recent 
days and in recent weeks, the House 
has suffered through a number of out
rages both in terms of the running of 
the institution and in the way the in
stitution is perceived by the American 
public. 

We have found that the question of 
institutional corruption is not only a 
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real question but is a devastatingly rel
evant question to the way the House 
now operates. 

Throughout this period, there has 
been an attempt on the part of the ma
jority party to try to cover up what is 
going on in the House of Representa
tives and to try, insofar as they can, to 
keep the American people from under
standing the nature of the outrages in 
the Congress. 

That particular move toward coverup 
was exacerbated again today in the 
House Committee on Rules. There was 
a decision made in the Committee on 
Rules today to throw out the rescission 
bill due to come to the floor this week. 
That i-s extremely disturbing. 

There can be no excuse for denying 
the public the ability to witness the 
Congress in action and, in particular, 
to witness a hearing on a subject as 
vital as trying to take unwanted spend
ing out of the Federal budget. 

The fact is that what the Democrats 
are about to try to do is to put another 
closed rule on the House floor so that 
only their priorities can be addressed 
by the House of Representatives, and 
numerous amendments that might be 
proposed by other people to further re
duce spending would not be allowed. 

The President's options in attempt
ing to reduce spending would not be 
permitted, and thereby we would have 
a situation where the American peo
ple's desire to see the budget deficit re
duced may or may not be appropriately 
addressed by this House. 

We now begin to think that maybe it 
will not be appropriately addressed 
when we find out that in the Commit
tee on Rules today they did not want 
the public to see what really went on 
inside that committee. Now, under
stand in the Committee on Rules, the 
public can actually go and witness a 
hearing just like other places, but the 
room is so small that very few people 
can get in. Even very few press people 
can get in. 

One of the ways of shining the light 
on what happens in the Committee on 
Rules when they are preparing their 
closed rules for consideration of the 
House is to have the C-SPAN cameras 
in place. C-SPAN had decided that this 
particular hearing merited coverage. 
They had contacted the Committee on 
Rules, as I understand it, on Monday 
and told them that they were going to 
cover this hearing. They had gone into 
the room. They had set up their cam
eras and set up the microphones. They 
were prepared to fully cover this hear
ing on the subject of budget rescis
sions. 

A half an hour after the hearing was 
supposed to start, the Democrats came 
into the room. The gentleman from 
New York [Mr. SOLOMON], the ranking 
minority member of the committee, 
the ranking Republican, made the 
standard motion that TV cameras be 
permitted to cover the hearing. A 

member of the majority, a Democratic 
member of the committee, objected. 
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The matter was then put to a vote of 

the committee and on a party line 
vote, the Democrats decided to throw 
the C-SPAN cameras out of the room. 

One has to wonder why. One has to 
wonder what it is in this issue that 
they are attempting to cover up. What 
is it about cutting spending from the 
Federal Government that the public 
cannot see? 

The problem is that this is following 
a pattern that has been developing in 
this Congress over the last couple of 
months. We saw last week an attempt 
to quash subpoenas that had been is
sued by the special counsel wanting to 
look into the question of the House 
bank. The Democrats specifically came 
on to the floor with a leadership pro
posal that would have quashed those 
subpoenas, which would have said that 
we are not going to comply with the 
subpoenas until we get a court ruling. 
In other words, they would be taking a 
position into court, having an injunc
tion in court to try to get rid of the 
subpoenas. 

Now, they claim this is on constitu
tional grounds, but it is interesting to 
note that when individual Members of 
Congress went to court to try to quash 
those subpoenas and try to keep their 
records from being released, the court 
upheld the right of the special counsel 
to ask for that information. So it is 
now clear that what the Democrats 
were asking for had no constitutional 
grounds. It was clearly political. It was 
clearly an attempt by them to make 
certain that they did not have to com
ply with requests from the special 
counsel, even in the case where they 
are investigating criminal allegations. 
Most disturbing. 

We have the question that was on the 
House floor just before we broke for the 
Easter recess, where a Member from 
California [Mr. RIGGS] brought to the 
House floor a proposal that we look 
into the problem of ghost employees in 
the House of Representatives. These 
are people who are on the payroll, but 
who are believed to be not doing the 
job for which they are paid. As a mat
ter of fact, they may not even be show
ing up. No one may know exactly 
where they are. These are people being 
paid with taxpayer money. 

There was a belief by at least some of 
us that that is a matter that ought to 
be investigated, that we ought to find 
out whether or not these ghost employ
ees are on the payroll, and if so, what 
it is they are doing or not doing. 

A resolution was brought to the floor 
for that kind of investigation. The ma
jority leader offered a motion to table 
that resolution. The Democrats lined 
up overwhelmingly to vote to table the 
motion; in other words, keep us from 
looking into the problem of ghost em-

ployees. Only a handful of Democrats 
voted for that particular resolution. 
All Republicans did. 

Now, it raises a serious question. I 
mean, why is it we cannot look into 
the matter of ghost employment in the 
House of Representatives? Why is it 
that we are trying to cover up that par
ticular problem in the U.S. Congress? 

But then the outrage today when in 
the Rules Committee they decide that 
not only does the public not have the 
right to have us investigate, they do 
not even have the right anymore to see 
what it is we do, and that is most dis
turbing. 

You see, this is not the first time the 
Democrats have attempted to manipu
late the C-SP AN coverage of the House 
politically. Those of us who watch the 
proceedings of the House on television 
know that during the regular session of 
the House, the camera focuses only on 
those people who are speaking and de
liberating in the House of Representa
tives. That is an attempt to make cer
tain that no one sees the Chamber as it 
really is during those periods of time, 
because the fact is there are very few, 
if any, people in the Chamber during 
those periods of time. 

We had a vote on a bill that was out 
here a little while ago that I happened 
to be handling on the floor. We had a 
division vote on an amendment. The 
vote was 2 to 1, which meant that there 
were a total of three people on the 
floor when we had that division a little 
earlier today. So the House is not very 
often populated with large numbers of 
people listening to the debate. They 
really do not want you to see that, so 
they hold the cameras back and do not 
allow the House to be seen as it is dur
ing regular debate; but aha, when we 
get to special orders, like the one I am 
conducting right now, now the cameras 
sweep the Chamber. They show that 
again there is nobody in the Chamber. 

I apologize. My colleague, the gen
tleman from Illinois, is over here in
tently listening to every word I have to 
say; but for the most part, there is no
body in the Chamber during these spe
cial orders. Members have lots of other 
things to do, just as they do during the 
times we are debating on the House 
floor. 

Some years ago, Speaker O'Neill de
cided that it would be well to show the 
House during these special order peri
ods and demonstrate that there was no
body out there really listening to the 
people who were speaking, so he made 
a political decision to begin sweeping 
the Chamber and showing that the 
Chamber was empty during special or
ders. It was a political decision, be
cause at that time the special order 
time was being used mostly by the Re
publicans who were making what we 
thought at the time were telling points 
about national affairs. So the Speaker 
did this as kind of a retribution against 
a process that he did not like. 
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So the use of the C-SP AN cameras 

politically or the control of the C
SP AN cameras politically by the ma
jority party is not a new issue. It has 
been something they have hammered 
on before, and now they are back doing 
it again. 

I know my colleague, the gentleman 
from Illinois, was in the room earlier 
today when C-SPAN was not permitted 
to cover the hearings. I wonder if the 
gentleman has some guess as to what it 
was that the Democrats could not see 
or could not allow the public to see. 

Mr. FAWELL. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. WALKER. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman from Illinois. 

Mr. FA WELL. Mr. Speaker, my only 
comment on that is that I think it was 
very unfortunate that the C-Span cam
eras were not allowed to record what 
took place in the Rules Committee, be
cause as far as I was concerned and as 
far as a group of pork busters who were 
there and who are bipartisan, we went 
to that hearing. It dealt with a rescis
sion package that was presented to the 
Rules Committee by the Appropria
tions Committee in this House. That 
was quite proper. That was a $5.8 bil
lion rescission package. 

I must say that as I reviewed it and 
as I compared that rescission package 
with 2 rescission messages from the 
President which approximated $5.8 bil
lion also, where the President set forth 
his suggestions for rescissions, that 
what the Appropriations Committee 
suggested was I thought a rather fair 
and concrete piece of legislation where 
the committee was actually incor
porating roughly about 45 percent of 
the President's requested rescissions in 
his March 10 and March 20 rescissions, 
which totaled some 96 rescission mes
sages, but roughly half of those were 
incorporated into the majority party's 
rescission package, H.R. 4990. 

A group of us from both sides of the 
aisle were there with additional com
plementary amendments representing 
the balance, for instance, of the Presi
dential rescission messages which were 
not incorporated in the appropriations 
bill. 

Mr. WALKER. So if I understand cor
rectly, the gentleman was prepared to 
accept the work of the Appropriations 
Committee in large part because the 
gentleman thought what they did was 
put together some things that were 
substantial cuts in wasteful spending, 
but in addition what you wanted to do 
was offer some amendments that re
flected some of the President's package 
that was not included, so that we 
would get even more spending cuts; is 
that correct? 

Mr. FAWELL. Mr. Speaker, if the 
gentleman will yield further, yes; and 
in addition we had some cuts from the 
so-called pork buster bill which was 
filed in February of this year, which in
cluded 650 rescissions. A number of 

those rescissions were included in the 
Presidential rescissions, and some of 
those were incorporated into a major
ity party's rescission package. 

So the gentleman is exactly right. 
We were approaching it and we still do 
approach it in a bipartisan fashion. We 
were looking forward to the oppor
tunity, very frankly, of having our 
story told on national television, if you 
will, because the gentleman and I know 
that oftentimes spending programs are 
big news in this Nation; but when one 
sets about to try to cut spending in 
low-priority areas, and that is what we 
are talking about here, that does not 
end up being big news. So we were dis
appointed and we do not understand 
why that kind of a blackout, which 
normally speaking as the gentleman 
has pointed out is never done in this 
body, why it was done. It is frustrating, 
because I stand here lauding what the 
Democrat package was, because I real
ly believe it was a good faith attempt. 
It did not have veto bait rescissions in 
there that they knew would cause the 
President to have to veto the bill. 
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They were probing for, I think hon

estly, low-priority spending rescissions 
that would not hurt the Nation. So it 
was a disappointment. 

I do not mean at this point to attack 
anybody on it, and I shall not. But I 
will say it was a real disappointment 
for all of us in the bipartisan coalition 
that was there ready to talk about not 
only that but, Congressman CARPER, 
for instance, a Democrat, was there to 
talk about his enhanced rescission bill, 
which would give greater or more di
verse rescission powers to the Presi
dent and to the Members of this House, 
because of course when the President 
files a rescission message, that gives to 
Members of the House, any Member, 
the ability to follow through as a spon
sor of a Presidential rescission bill. 

So it was unfortunate. I do not think 
whoever thought of the idea thought 
too deeply on the effect that it would 
have on stifling something in which I 
am convinced the people of this Nation 
are deeply, deeply interested, and that 
is meaningful cuts. 

Mr. WALKER. I have here a state
ment here from our colleague, Mr. SOL
OMON, who indicates that the only rea
son Democrats could give for denying 
television coverage was that the re
quest had been made at the last 
minute, which evidently means making 
the request on Monday was at the last 
minute, and that they were not prop
erly prepared for the hearing or for 
such coverage. 

Now, if I understand correctly, the 
witnesses who were about to come be
fore this committee were prepared for 
the fact that they would be appearing 
before the TV cameras and were not ·at 
all intimidated by the idea the cameras 
were going to be in the room. 

Now, they should be the ones who 
would have the most concerns about 
the TV cameras. They are the ones who 
were on the firing line. It is not the 
committee that is on the firing line. 

One wonders about that as an excuse. 
I mean I wonder what kind of prepara
tion they thought they needed. 

Mr. FAWELL. I am not sure. As I 
say, I am not going to draw any con
clusions of why they did it. I simply 
want to express that it was a great dis
appointment to all of us who labored so 
darned hard to try to be fair, to try to 
have a bipartisan approach here. 

We are absolutely elated to see that 
the executive branch and the majority 
party were coming together, were rec
ognizing each other's rescissions of 
low-priority spending, and we were re
joicing in that, and we also had a bi
partisan proposal in regard to en
hanced rescission authority to help the 
rescission authority, which the execu
tive branch has right now. 

Of course, the executive has the 
power under the Budget Act, the statu
tory power, to partake in appropria
tions, and that is what the President 
was suggesting. And it is too bad, be
cause I think, though, that neverthe
less our bipartisanship is continuing, 
we want to talk to the leaders on both 
sides and make it very, very clear that 
we think that that is what the people 
of this Nation want. 

The people of this Nation want .a ces
sation of haggling between our politi
cal parties. I do not mean to say that 
one camp does not have a right to get 
up and object to something that hap
pens. The gentleman from Pennsylva
nia [Mr. WALKER] is very adept and 
does an excellent job in bringing out 
points that should not have occurred. 

So what occurred this morning 
should not have occurred. The blackout 
should not have occurred. 

I think it is it was a misunderstand
ing, a feeling that there was going to 
be a deep, deep partisanship there. 
That was not the case. Of anybody who 
came up to testify here today, we were 
trying to put together a cooperative ef
fort, which I think is making such 
more progress in this House than per
haps in that other body, where it is not 
proceeding on a bipartisan basis. 

But I thank the gentleman for at 
least bringing it up. I think the public 
ought to know it. I hope it does not 
happen again. I hope we have the op
portunity for ultimately presenting the 
amendments to which we made ref
erence in the committee this morning. 

Maybe we can put that behind us and 
say, "Let's proceed now to see if we 
can get together on a bipartisan pack
age to bring about maybe as much as 
$11 billion or $12 billion of cuts," none 
of which would have any significant 
detriment upon the national programs 
of this Nation of ours. 

Mr. WALKER. I think the public 
ought to recognize what we mean by 
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rescission here. We talk so many 
words, and sometimes people do not 
understand it. Those in the public who 
think that line-item veto would be a 
good idea were essentially talking 
about that is not line-item veto, be
cause what the President did was the 
President went down through the Fed
eral spending and he found literally 
dozens of individual spending programs 
which he does not think we should 
spend any money on. 

The gentleman from Illinois [Mr. FA
WELL] has been very adept at finding 
some of those himself and, along with 
the porkbusters coalition, has pointed 
out not only individual spending items 
but also some process reforms that 
could stop some of this irresponsible 
and wasteful spending. 

So what we were doing here was 
targeting individual line items for re
scission, for withdrawal of funding, 
which would in fact then result in less 
spending of the Federal Government, 
bring down the size of the deficit. It is 
a very worthwhile effort. It is some
thing which ought to be commanding a 
great deal of bipartisanship because I 
think on both sides of the aisle there 
are people who are concerned about the 
levels of deficit that this country is 
racking up. 

But it is a great concern to me that, 
given the nature of what we were deal
ing with, that the Committee on Rules 
then decided this was not something 
that could be viewed by the C-SP AN 
audience, that they would remove the 
TV cameras from the room, and gave 
an explanation, at least according to 
Mr. SOLOMON'S release here, which al
most defies understanding. 

So I am concerned that this is a part 
of a pattern. It is a part of a pattern 
that we have now seen for several 
weeks, and it becomes increasingly 
more serious as the House becomes 
more and more insular. 

It seems as though the greater the 
problem the more the House is at
tempting to retreat and keep out of 
public sight that which is going on 
within the House. 

This is supposed to be the people's 
body. It is not supposed to be a scene 
where we engage in coverup and obfus
cation. 

Yet, this is very definitely a matter 
here where the House has made a deter
mination which, in my view, is irre
sponsible and regretful. 

MOTION TO ADJOURN 
With that, Mr. Speaker, I yield back 

the balance of my time, and I move the 
House do now adjourn. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HAYES of Illinois). The time of the gen
tleman has expired. 

The Chair inquires of the gentleman 
if he would withhold his motion to ad
journ until the Chair finishes the list 
of Members entitled to special orders. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I would 
withdraw my motion. 

BIPARTISAN EFFORT ON 
RESCISSIONS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from Illinois [Mr. FA WELL] is 
recognized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. FAWELL. Mr. Speaker, I do not 
think I will take the full 60 minutes. 
But I did want to bring before this 
body, and I think perhaps some of my 
colleagues will be joining me, the im
portance of a bipartisan effort that is 
going on. As I mentioned before in my 
comments when the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. WALKER] was pre
senting his special order, we were dis
appointed this morning when we did 
not have C-SPAN coverage. 

Nevertheless, more important was 
the fact that we did have our chance 
before the Committee on Rules to 
present several amendments to the so
called rescission package that came 
from the Committee on Appropria
tions, which was House Resolution 4990. 

That particular resolution suggested 
that there should be rescissions of any 
number of spending projects for fiscal 
year 1992, which was the previous fiscal 
year to this one, of course, and a num
ber of rescissions of spending projects 
take place, and that the total would 
amount to $5.8 billion. Actually, the 
President on March 10 and on March 20 
had sent rescission messages to this 
House also suggesting that there be 96 
special rescissions, which would come 
to about $5.8 billion, too. 

Now, I think the new and the novel 
and the unique occurrence of what is 
taking place right now is that the ma
jority party, to their credit, rather 
than centering on just killing the 
President's rescissions, have gone to 
work as a Committee on Appropria
tions and, like every committee, you 
value your jurisdiction, and you do not 
like to necessarily have others in
volved in your jurisdiction. 
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tions went about suggesting their own 
rescissions, and, of course, they dif
fered somewhat from the President, 
but, as I indicated before, the amazing 
thing is that almost 50 percent of the 
President's suggested rescissions are 
incorporated into the majority party's 
appropriation suggested rescissions, 
and to me that is progress. There are 
no rescissions that I see in the Demo
crat Appropriations Committee's re
scissions which I would call veto bait; 
that is, to have a rescission, for in
stance, that would, when it ultimately 
got to the President, the President 
would have to veto it. But it seems to 
be an effort, a good-faith effort, to 
come up with low-priority spending. 

Mr. Speaker, I know that is tough. It 
is easy to say, but it is awfully, awfully 

difficult to ever come up with low-pri
ority-spending repeals. This is very, 
very difficult, and what this bipartisan 
group was doing this morning, and I 
happen to be the cochairman of the 
pork busters group, and the gentleman 
from Minnesota [Mr. PENNY], one of 
our brightest and most capable Mem
bers, is a cochairman of the 
porkbusters group, which is composed 
of about 50 Members, a bipartisan 
membership, and what we did was, 
when the President sent those 96 re
scissions over to the House, he had to 
have someone who would obviously file 
the bills, the Presidential rescission 
bills, and our group undertodk that. 

In fact, Mr. Speaker, myself, as a co
chief sponsor, and the gentleman from 
Minnesota [Mr. PENNY] as a co-chief 
sponsor, we took the responsibility of 
handling these rescission measures 
from the President. The President fol
lowed up with another rescission mes
sage of 28 rescissions on April 9, so that 
in all we have 96 rescissions, and it 
comes to in toto, with the April 9 re
scission, we now have $7.9 billion worth 
of rescissions. 

And we went to the Committee on 
Rules today and were ready and did an
nounce the fact that we do accept what 
the Committee on Appropriations has 
suggested because we think it is a 
good, safe effort. But what we did then, 
what we wanted to be able to bring out, 
was the fact that we felt that the 
President, in exercising his right to file 
rescission bills, should be protected so 
that ultimately, because the President 
has to wait, or those who have spon
sored his bill have to wait, 25 days 
after having filed the Presidential re
scission bills before we can file a mo
tion before this House where we need 
only one-fifth of the Members support
ing us. We have to wait that 25-day pe
riod before we can begin to move our 
rescission package. 

Well, in the meantime, the Commit
tee on Appropriations came up with 
their package in answer to the Presi
dent's first two rescission packages, 
and obviously they got to the Commit
tee on Rules, therefore, ahead of time, 
which is their right. But we were con
cerned, and are concerned, that in the 
handling of the majority party's rescis
sion measure that they do not, by rule, 
do what they theoretically cannot do. 
They can kill the President's rescission 
bills, and the law, the Budgetary Act of 
1974, is very, very clear. 

The President does not have any line 
item veto authority. He has what I call 
a wet noodle rescission authority be
cause he can present these rescissions, 
and, if they are not enacted upon by 
Congress in 45 days, the President 
loses. So, he does not have much 
power. But the one power he does have 
is, after 25 days have gone by from the 
date that his rescission bills were filed, 
he does have the right, with only the 
support of 87 Members of this body, he 
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does have the right to have his rescis
sion projects, these spending cuts, he 
does have the right to have them 
placed before this body, project by 
project. 

So, if we have, for instance, a bill 
that is going to spend $100,000 to study 
the sex habits of the tsetse fly, or to 
study manure, or asparagus, or so forth 
and so on, we can, as Members, partake 
with the executive branch, regardless 
of what party we may be a member of, 
and ask that each of those projects, 
project by project, be voted upon. 
These are projects that by and large 
never saw the light of day in the ordi
nary appropriation process. They were 
very, very deeply into a 2,0<>0-page ap
propriation bill. 

In other words, we in the porkbusters 
group, and we know we are not on the 
Committee on Appropriations-some of 
us are, but some of us are not-but we 
would have had the opportunity then 
by sponsoring the President's rescis
sion bills at the end of 25 days with 
only the support of 87 Members of this 
body to debate project by project. 

Now we are ready to say, by the way, 
we can limit debate to 5 minutes, 2 
minutes, even to almost nothing. What 
we would like to have, very honestly, is 
a vote on all of these projects because 
we think, if somebody had to vote on 
these projects because we think, if 
somebody had to vote on these 
projects, they would not carry because 
an awful lot of them are not high prior
ity. Some of them would, perhaps. I 
cannot say that, as I stand here, I am 
fully in support of all of the Presi
dential rescissions. But most of them 
seem very solid to me. 

So, we hope that we do not lose that 
authority, and that was the first plea 
that we made to the Committee on 
Rules: "Whatever you may do, please 
do not take from us, as Members of the 
House, and please do not take from the 
President, the one power and authority 
that he has to partake in the appro
priation process which was given to the 
President by the Budget Act of 1974 by 
means of his suggested rescissions. 
Please don't take that from us. You 
can do it by the issuance of a rule, I 
gather, from the Parliamentarian, but 
then, if you do that, the people of this 
Nation, the Members of this body, will 
never have the chance, project by 
project, to say whether we are or are 
not for that asparagus study or that 
manure study on the other bills." That 
we are asking for. 

Second, we said to the Committee on 
Rules, " We endorse what the appro
priation bill has done. " As I said be
fore, there is a lot of merit to what 
they have done. They are compromis
ing with the President and saying, 
"We're taking almost 50 percent of 
your rescission bills, Mr. President, 
and we laud that, and we expect to sup
port the Democrat Committee on Ap
propriations suggested cuts, but we 

also then had certain amendments 
which we felt brought forth more re
scissions; that is, the rest of the Presi
dent's rescissions we thought ought to 
be, if not at this point project by 
project, could be bundled up in a pack
age and complementary to, not as a 
substitute to, but as an amendment to, 
to add $5.3 billion of more cuts, and 
then we took the porkbusters bill of 
1992, which was filed in February this 
year, another 1.3 billion of suggested 
rescissions, and said, "We could add 
that, too, if this body is of a mind to do 
so." 
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approximately some 12 billion dollars' 
worth of rescissions. Or you can take 
part of that. You can add the Presi
dent's balance of rescissions which 
were not incorporated in the appropria
tions bill and just add that, or you 
could just add the porkbuster rescis
sions and do no more than that. We had 
variations. 

Mr. Speaker, there are other Mem
bers who want to comment on this 
issue. Just let me summarize my 
thoughts that what we are trying to do 
is at this point work with the Commit
tee on Rules, to work with the Com
mittee on Appropriations, to be able to 
have as many suggested rescissions of 
low-priority spending as can be reason
ably prevented at this time, and we are 
completely open to the matters nec
essary preventing those rescissions. We 
feel there is a good chance that what
ever happens to the majority party's 
appropriations bill, the suggested re
scissions which are now in House Reso
lution 4990, that those measures may 
never make it through. 

We would like to partake by adding 
amendments in the hopes that we can 
have good bipartisan suggested rescis
sions in this House, but we do not know 
if that will ultimately get to the Presi
dent's house. In the meantime, we hope 
we can retain the right to proceed 
project by project with the Presi
dential rescissions. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. FAWELL. I would be happy to 
yield to the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. SOLOMON], the ranking member on 
the Committee on Rules, who I am sure 
has some insights into what we are try
ing to do here, also. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, first of 
all I want to take my hat off to the 
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. FAWELL] , 
because he certainly, since coming to . 
this Congress a few years ago, has done 
more to bring about the public knowl
edge of these pork barrel projects than 
any Member of this House. 

Mr. Speaker, let me just say one of 
the real problems back in the late six
ties and early seventies, the President 
at that time, because we were under 
constraints, fiscal constraints at the 

time, had tried not to spend money 
when it was not necessary. In other 
words, as we neared the end of the Fed
eral Government's fiscal year all of 
these Federal agencies would be run
ning out trying to spend every nickel 
they had left. 

At that time President Nixon tried to 
impound the money and save it, to 
carry it over until the following year. 

This Congress, if the American peo
ple can believe this, took the President 
to Court, to the U.S. Supreme Court. 
The Supreme Court ruled that whoever 
the President is had to spend the 
money that the Congress told him to. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, if the gentleman will yield on 
that point, would my friend repeat that 
one more time? Congress, which ac
cording to article I, section 7 of the 
Constitution is responsible for spend
ing, in fact took President Nixon at 
that time to Court and did everything 
it could to ensure that no President 
could in any way slow up the spending 
process, is that correct? 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, that is 
exactly right. For example, in the 
House of Representatives today the 
gentleman from California [Mr: 
DREIER] and I receive an allowance for 
our personnel to operate our offices 
here in Washington and back in our 
districts. We receive office expenses to 
run those offices, the telephones and so 
forth. 

I, for years, have tried to save some 
of that money and I turn it back to the 
Treasury. 

Mr. DREIER of California. As do I. 
Mr. SOLOMON. The President was 

trying to do the exact same thing. This 
Congress took him to Court. 

Well, what came out of that was then 
the Congress in its benevolence said, to 
whoever the President is, "We are 
going to pass the Budget Impoundment 
Act of 1974, which says to you, Mr. 
President, if you don' t want to spend 
the money, then you have to come to 
us on some individual items and ask 
for a rescission. In other words, you 
must ask for permission not to spend 
the money." 

Now, that is all well and good. But 
this Congress, in looking out for its 
own skin again, these porkbarrelers, 
made the provision that they could cop 
out and not even vote. 

Therefore, if the President, like he is 
doing today, has asked for $7 billion 
worth of rescissions, under the rule 
they passed the Congress does not have 
to vote. Simply by taking no action at 
all they will kill those rescissions and 
the President, whoever he is, has to go 
out and spend that money, whether it 
is necessary or not. 

Mr. Speaker, I have been trying to 
pass an amendment since I came to 
this Congress 14 years ago which is 
called the line item veto rescission bill. 
It simply reverses that procedure. It 
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simply says, "Mr. President, you give 
us your rescissions. If we want to dis
prove them, then we have to vote. In 
order words, we have to say to you no, 
Mr. President." This is instead of cop
ping out. 

Mr. Speaker, I have that amendment 
over in the Committee on Rules. We 
will be voting on it tomorrow. I am 
afraid it is going to be voted down and 
we will be right back to the old busi
ness as usual of having to cop out, like 
the gentleman from Illinois [Mr. FA
WELL] explained so eloquently here 
today. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, if the gentleman will yield, I 
thank my friend for his very cogent ex
planation. I was told earlier today 
when we were up in the Committee on 
Rules that of the 169 rescissions which 
have been submitted during the Bush 
Presidency, only eight of them have ul
timately been adopted. Less than 5 per
cent of the requests for spending cuts 
which have been proposed by President 
Bush through the rescission process 
have been adopted, which again goes to 
show that this Congress, unfortu
nately, does not seem to have a desire 
to bring about some sort of reduction 
in spending. 

Mr. Speaker, let me show Members 
how bad that is. Going back to 1974 
when this rescission legislation rule 
was first adopted, this Congress has 
seen fit to approve only 0.165 percent of 
all of the rescissions that have been of
fered by all the Presidents that have 
served since 1974. 

If one wants to dramatize that, that 
is a half-inch on the length of a foot
ball field that this Congress has seen 
fit to curtail spending. That is dis
graceful. 

Mr. FAWELL. Mr. Speaker, reclaim
ing my time, I think we all agree that 
because of the circumstances that exist 
right now, we are going to be receiving 
$.5 trillion of brand new debt in fiscal 
year 1992, and probably the same in fis
cal year 1993. Whereas, now we have 
something like $300 billion of incurred 
interest per year on the national debt, 
obviously we are going to have to have 
within Congress a pulling togetherness 
on this, and that really does mean that 
we are going to have to have some bi
partisanship such as we have never had 
before. 

Mr. Speaker, I am at least encour
aged and I think my colleagues are, 
too, by the fact that the group of mem
bers that were in the Committee on 
Rules today were both Republicans and 
Democrats who were suggesting that 
we ought to be able to get together in 
rescissions, that is in suggesting, not 
mandating cuts, but in suggesting that 
they be debated and voted upon, and 
that we ought to be able to take all of 
the suggestions which have been made. 
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has suggested $5.8 billion of suggested 

rescissions. The President has sug
gested $7.9 billion of rescissions, and 
the porkbusters group, for lack of any 
better name for them or for us, have 
suggested $1.5 billion of rescissions. 

None of these suggested rescissions 
are anything that is going to cause any 
terrible detriment to the national poli
cies and programs of this country. In 
fact, they would free up $12 billion or 
more for that extra billion in Head 
Start, for the $6 or $7 billion we might 
need to be able to have Medicaid cover 
all of those under the poverty level or 
they could, horrors upon horrors, even 
reduce the deficit. And probably they 
would given an impetus even more 
than that. 

I think they then would, we all would 
be recognizing that we are all in this 
together, but there are cuts, probably 
in most all of our districts, which we 
would have to suggest. And then maybe 
we would find that it would be possible 
to have the greatest of all congres
sional reform we could ever have, from 
my viewpoint, and that is to simply 
have a balanced budget amendment 
that would constitutionally mandate 
upon this august body that we must 
balance a budget. 

It would not be overnight, like a lot 
of economists fret about. It would take 
2, 3, or 4 years before we would finally 
have approval from all the State legis
latures, but it would be a signal to this 
entire Nation, to all of the business
men and women of this Nation that, 
yes, indeed, we are going to have a 5-
year plan, that if the State legislatures 
will approve this, and I think there is 
no doubt that in the climate of today 
they will approve it, that we are really 
serious about, unlike the Gramm-Rud
man law where we just amended laws 
when they pinched the foot, we would 
be constitutionally mandated to bal
ance the budget. And we would have to 
set about doing that. 

That means controlling entitlements 
as well as discretionary funds as well 
as defense and so forth and so on. We 
would have to be serious. And if we 
could just convince the people that we 
are capable of being serious on this and 
capable of having some kind of biparti
sanship, then I think half the battle is 
done. 

It would give some confidence to the 
business community out there that 
Congress can do this and can do it in 
the right way, not overnight, as I have 
said. 

We have Senator SIMON with a bal
anced budget amendment ready to go 
over there in the Senate. We have a 
number right here in the House. Obvi
ously as Republicans we cannot do it 
by ourselves because we are 101 votes 
behind. We cannot do it. We have to 
have the majority party cooperating 
with us. 

The people of this Nation are just fed 
up with the Congress tripping over its 
shoes and bungling things up. We can-

not run a bank. We cannot run a post 
office. We cannot run a dining room. 
We cannot much do anything. And if 
we cannot, the people ought to be con
cerned about overdrafts, but not so 
much the overdrafts of Members of this 
House. They ought to be concerned 
about overdrafts of the U.S. Treasury, 
$4 trillion. 

I have eight grandchildren, and they 
have come one per year for the last 8 
years, of which I am very proud. The 
last one that came along, and the sev
eral before, I said, congratulations, 
"you owe $18,900 just as you come out 
of the womb." There is something im
moral about what we are doing to our 
grandchildren and our children. We are 
capable Members in this body, on both 
sides of the aisle. I have always been 
impressed with the caliber of the men 
and women who are here. But we are in 
lockstep. We cannot do anything about 
it while the country burns. 

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to yield to 
the gentleman from California [Mr. 
DREIER]. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I simply would like to have 
the gentleman repeat that figure. The 
gentleman now has eight grand
children, one a year for the past 8 
years, and the level is today $18,900? 

Mr. FAWELL. I will not vouch for 
the exact level, but it is in that area, 
yes. 

Mr. DREIER of California. How has it 
increased? Your first grandchild is not 
as debt-ridden as the most recent one, 
I presume. 

Mr. FA WELL. Well, they all just 
gave me a big wail when they heard it. 

The point is that we are passing our 
obligations off to posterity. It is like 
somebody passing away and taking the 
home and leaving the kids the mort
gage. As Thomas Jefferson said, this is 
absolutely wrong. We all know it. 

We all know we have to find a way to 
do it. And when we come in and sug
gest, for instance, well, the President 
started off, to his credit, he has not 
used his rescission power, as perhaps he 
ought to. But he did use it this time se
riously. He sought out sponsors. 

He said, "I really want to push it, but 
we want to keep it in the low priority 
areas. We are not going to necessarily 
injure this country, but we can at least 
knock off $10 billion or $12 billion or 
even more." 

He has suggested he has 1,000 more 
rescissions he could send down of low 
priority if it .does not disrupt this Con
gress too much. It seems to be disrupt
ing the Senate much more than the 
House. The House is paying attention 
to it. 

I just hope that as we, as the Com
mittee on Rules meets tomorrow, for 
instance, I hope they can just simply 
say, look, let us give a shot to all of 
these rescissions. Let us do it by hav
ing it complementary to what our ap
propriations, what they have done. 
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They have done a good job, I think. 
Now let us have them go over the bal-

. ance of the President's rescissions. 
Now let us also have them look at all 
of these rescissions in the porkbusters 
bill where those rescissions never pro
cedurally followed the rules. 

They circumvented the rules, and 
that is why they are in the porkbusters 
bill. Not because they deemed them to 
be pork but because they never saw the 
light of day. They never had authoriza
tions, competitive bidding, peer review 
and things of this sort, things that we 
expect our local park districts or our 
cities or villages to always do, com
petitively, have peer review, analyze, 
have authorization before appropriat
ing. 

Well, we have made mistakes, but we 
can rectify it now. We can begin to 
move. It may be only the first step in 
a 1,000-mile journey. 

I know that people oftentimes, in the 
news media, they get a big yawn out of 
cuts. They are not big news. 

Big spending is big news. But I think 
cuts here are important and will lead 
to, if we address it correctly and if we 
work cooperatively together, as we are 
doing, as least in this porkbuster 
group, I think we will see the light of 
day. We will make some real progress. 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PROVID
ING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.R. 2039, LEGAL SERVICES RE
AUTHORIZATION ACT 
Mr. DERRICK, from the Committee 

on Rules, submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 102-512) on the resolution (H. 
Res. 444) providing for the consider
ation of the bill (H.R. 2039) to authorize 
appropriations for the Legal Services 
Corporation, and for other purposes, 
which was referred to the House Cal
endar and ordered to be printed. 

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 1777 

Mr. PETERSON of Florida. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
my name be removed as a cosponsor of 
H.R. 1777. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HAYES of Illinois). Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

There was no objection. 

NO TELEVISION CAMERAS FOR . 
THE COMMITTEE ON RULES 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HAYES of Illinois). Under a previous 
order of the House, the gentleman from 
California [Mr. DREIER] is recognized 
for 60 minutes. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I have taken out this special 
order to talk about something that re
lates very closely to the remarks of the 

gentleman from Illinois, the leader of 
the porkbusters. As I said up in the 
Committee on Rules a few minutes ago, 
Bill Murray and those busters who 
were seeking the ghosts had tragically 
much more success than the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. FAWELL] and the gen
tleman from Minnesota [Mr. PENNY] 
and the gentleman from Texas [Mr. 
ARMEY] and the others who have been 
seeking pork. They found it. But unfor
tunately, here in the Congress, we have 
not been able to put together the votes 
to get right at it. 

Just before the gentleman from Illi
nois [Mr. FAWELL] and others came to 
the Committee on Rules today, we 
began to proceed with a process which 
has been very standard, that being the 
invitation of the media, including C
SPAN, the Cable Satellite Public Af
fairs Network, to come in and provide 
coverage of the Committee on Rules 
process. We have had many, many oc
casions when television coverage has 
been provided for that committee. In 
every committee hearing that I have 
attended where cameras have been wel
come, where cameras have wanted to 
come in and cover a committee hear
ing, they always allowed it in every 
committee. 

Tragically, just a couple of hours 
ago, now about 5 hours ago, we saw the 
majority come in late on the Commit
tee on Rules meeting and proceed to 
move that we prevent the C-SPAN 
cameras from providing coverage of the 
meeting on the rescission issue, which 
was just addressed by the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. FAWELL]. 

It is the process whereby we want to 
bring about major cuts in spending. 

Our prime constitutional responsibil
ity in the people's House, the House of 
Representatives, relates to spending. 
When the Committee on Rules was con
sidering the different amendments 
which Members would like to offer on 
this measure, the majority, on a par
tisan 6 to 2 vote, party line, blocked 
the cameras from being able to cover 
this. 
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The cameras had already been set up. 
My office and other offices had been in
formed yesterday morning at 11 o'clock 
that C-SPAN wanted to come and pro
vide coverage, as they have in the past, 
and I was absolutely stunned that we 
would have a member of the majority 
make this request, that we block the 
cameras. 

Then we heard the arguments that 
were made as to why we should not 
have the cameras in the room. Mr. 
Speaker, the arguments were abso
lutely ludicrous. My very good friend, 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. FROST], 
who was the one who launched the ef
fort to remove the cameras, said, "The 
debate on the rescission issue is too 
technical to allow cameras to cover the 
hearing.'' 

As I have gone back and looked at 
the rules that surround the coverage, 
media coverage, of different committee 
hearings, rules of the House, the proc
ess is as follows: When a committee 
deems that it is appropriate to have 
full coverage, meaning those in the 
print media and other forms of commu
nication want to cover a hearing, they, 
along with those in the print media, 
allow television cameras and radio re
porters to cover the proceedings of a 
hearing. But Mr. FROST said that this 
was too technical. 

He also went so far as to say that 
sometimes when cameras are upstairs 
in the third floor, just above the Cham
ber here, cameras are there to cover 
the hearings that are going on, some
times Members have a tendency to talk 
on and on. Mr. Speaker, the distin
guished ranking member, the ranking 
Republican member of the committee, 
the gentleman from New York [Mr. 
SOLOMON], said, "If that is the case, 
then some would argue that we should 
prevent any kind of electronic media 
coverage of the activities on the floor 
of the House of Representatives." 

We all know what a horrible mistake 
that would be. Why? Because it is the 
sunshine which has come into this in
stitution which has led us to cries for 
reform. Tragically, we have not 
brought out the kind of reform which 
the American people want and which 
those of us in the minority want, but 
at least we have had full disclosure of 
this very poorly run House bank and 
we ultimately closed it down, and I be
lieve that the fact that there has been 
wide media coverage, including the C
SP AN cameras, of the proceedings 
here, that is one of the reasons that we 
have been able to bring this issue to 
light. 

Now when we are dealing with our 
major constitutional responsibility of 
spending, in the Committee on Rules, 
we unfortunately saw the majority say, 
"No way. We will cut off the cameras 
and not allow the American people to 
see what is going on here." 

I think it is a very sad day for this 
institution, when people are crying out 
for reform and people are crying out 
for openness, to have this kind of proc
ess take place. 

Mr. Speaker, I am very proud and 
honored to be joined by the first Mem
ber who asked me to serve on the Com
mittee on Rules, the ranking Repub
lican, the gentleman from Glens Falls, 
NY, my friend, Mr. SOLOMON. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DREIER of California. I am 
happy to yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from California, a mem
ber of the Committee on Rules, for 
yielding to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I was the ranking mem
ber that was carrying on the hearing 
this morning when the surprise took 
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place and the Democrats voted by 6 to 
2 to shut down the hearing as far as the 
broadcast media is concerned. 

I think we need to review what hap
pened when this House chose to pub
licly broadcast the proceedings of this 
House. Back in 1970, the House adopted 
a new rule which authorized the broad
cast coverage of House committee 
hearings, and in the words of the rule 
at that time, "for the education, en
lightenment, and information of the 
general public," regarding the oper
ations, procedures, and practices of the 
House as a legislative and representa
tive body, "and for the development of 
the perspective," and this is important 
to listen to why we chose to broadcast 
in the first place, "for the development 
of the perspective and understanding of 
the general public with respect to the 
role and function of the House under 
the Constitution of the United States 
as an organ of the Federal Govern
ment." 

Today the same Committee on Rules 
that gave us this rule back in 1970 said, 
as I have said before, by a 6 to 2 party 
line vote, "The public be damned, the 
media be damned, turn off the cam
eras," and they did. They shut it down. 

Why did they do this? Was there a 
threatened filibuster or a sitin? Were 
we going to hear sensitive matters of 
personal privacy or national security, 
which is really the only reason ever to 
close the doors and shut out the public, 
when national security might be at 
stake, when classified information 
might be exposed? No, was the presence 
of the TV cameras considered to be ob
trusive or disruptive? No, the answer 
to all these questions is no, no, no. 

The simple fact is that the Commit
tee on Rules Democrats do not have 
their act together on the pending bill 
to, listen to this, cut spending by $5.8 
billion, stop the hemorrhaging of the 
national debt, which is going to be $400 
billion this year, $400 billion. The debt 
service on that national debt alone will 
be bigger than the defense budget in 
the 1993 overall budget. So to avoid the 
embarrassment of not being prepared, 
they decided to deny TV coverage of 
that hearing. 

In 1976, an ad hoc Subcommittee on 
Broadcasting of the same Committee 
on Rules, in a report arguing for the 
broadcast coverage of House floor pro
ceedings, quoted James Madison as fol
lows: "A popular government without 
popular information or the means of 
acquiring it is but a prologue to a farce 
or a tragedy, or perhaps both." 

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, if I could reclaim my time, I 
would ask the gentleman if he would 
repeat that famous Madison quote. I 
think our colleagues, most of whom are 
not here right now but may receive 
this by way of electronic media, should 
hear that quote of James Madison once 
again. 

Mr. SOLOMON. James Madison said, 
"A popular government," and we 

should keep in mind how popular this 
body is; my questionnaires just came 
back, over 22,000 from my constituents 
in upstate New York, who said, and 90 
percent of them said, that this Con
gress is not doing the job that we are 
sent here to do. 

Let me repeat that quote: "A popular 
government without popular informa
tion or the means of acquiring it is but 
a prologue to a farce or a tragedy, or 
perhaps both." 

That bipartisan report went on to 
note, and I quote again, "Too often 
overlooked is Madison's injunction 
that the means of acquiring informa
tion is as important as the availability 
of that information. In our time those 
means have been vastly expanded by 
the medium of television." That is 
good for the American people. That re
port concluded, I will say to my friend 
in the well, "To deny broadcast media 
direct access to House floor proceed
ings, therefore, is to deprive the Amer
ican people of a major means of acquir
ing significant information about pub
lic affairs." 

Today, Mr. Speaker, the Committee 
on Rules turned its back on the Com
mittee on Rules of 1970 and the Com
mittee on Rules of 1976 by depriving 
the American people of a major means 
for acquiring significant information 
about public affairs. In my humble 
judgment, this decision is a prolog to a 
tragedy and a farce perpetrated by the 
Democratic Party. To begin selectively 
applying the first amendment to cov
erage of itself, the Congress, is a giant 
step backward for this democracy. 

I will say to my colleague in the well, 
I served on the recently formed Con
gressional Leadership Task Force to 
look into the problems that brought 
about the bank scandal, the post office 
scandal, and there is more to come, and 
we tried to put together some adminis
trative changes and some procedural 
changes dealing with things like this 
to help bring back the esteem and the 
prestige of this body, so that the Mem
ber and I could be proud to be Members 
of this body again. If this is a prolog to 
what is coming in the way of reform, 
then there is no future for this body. I 
am ashamed to say that. 

Mr. DREIER of California. I thank 
my friend, the gentleman from New 
York, for his very helpful contribution. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DREIER of California. I am 
happy to yield to the gentleman from 
Georgia. We have just been joined by 
the distinguished Republican whip, my 
friend, Mr. GINGRICH. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, I just 
wanted to check, because I had heard a 
rumor a few minutes ago that the C
SPAN was blocked by the Democrats 
on the Committee on Rules froni even 
covering the proceedings, is that right? 

Mr. DREIER of California. I should 
say to my friend that we have been 

talking about it for the last few min
utes here, and obviously the gentleman 
has a busy schedule and cannot follow 
every single item that is being dis
cussed on the floor, but I congratulate 
him for coming here to raise the ques
tion. 

0 1610 
Yesterday our offices were contacted 

and told that C-SP AN would be cover
ing this hearing in the Rules Commit
tee which they have been doing for the 
last year-and-a-half on a pretty regular 
basis. They do not cover every hearing, 
but on a pretty regular basis they have 
been able to get their cameras into 
that tiny little room upstairs. And this 
morning at 11 o'clock the gentleman 
from New York [Mr. SOLOMON] and I ar
rived at the Rules Committee and wait
ed longer than we normally do for an 11 
o'clock meeting that started at about 
11:20 or 11:25. And our friend from 
Texas, Mr. FROST, came in and said 
that he wanted to make sure that the 
cameras had not yet been turned on, 
and he was assured by the camera 
crew, which had already set up and was 
there prepared to provide this sunshine 
that is necessary to allow the Amer
ican people to see what is going on on 
a very important issue, the spending 
issue, the line-item veto, the rescission 
package. And he moved, and it ended 
up having to be an affirmative motion 
from the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. SOLOMON], but he launched the ef
fort to prevent the cameras from being 
able to cover the hearing, as they have 
done in the past. 

Unfortunately, they made the case, 
which was I believe a very weak one. 
The gentleman from Texas [Mr. FROST] 
said that this was too technical an 
issue to be covered by the television 
cameras. He proceeded to say that 
when the cameras are in the room 
Members sometimes have a tendency 
to talk on a little too long, and for 
that reason we should not allow it. 

I have just been given an expert staff 
interpretation of clause 3, rule XI 
which states that although it does not 
explicitly state so, the intent of this 
rule regarding the broadcasting of com
mittee hearings is to ensure that media 
coverage is nonpartisan and non
commercial. The intent also was that 
when a committee meeting is open to 
the public, media coverage should be 
allowed within the decorum of this in
stitution. The rule was not intended to 
be used as a tool of censorship, which 
was clearly the objective of the Rules 
Committee action today. 

This was a meeting that was open to 
the public. The print media were there. 
No classified information or material 
was presented or discussed, and yet the 
fact that C-SPAN seems to have an 
ever growing number of viewers, it 
seemed that the majority did not want 
us to have the public witness or debate 
over the question of our prime con-
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stitutional responsibility, and that the 
spending issue. 

It is the first time they have done it, 
and it was interestingly ironic that it 
was not over some small, procedural 
item, but was on the direct issue of 
spending which Ronald Reagan and 
George Bush have been pursuing for 
years. We have been talking about the 
line-item veto, and tragically the ma
jority in this day of openness and re
form, and remember we passed a re
form package here in which we were 
trying to do everything that we could 
to encourage the American people to 
observe what is going on here, and they 
have blocked us. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DREIER of California. I am 
happy to yield to the· gentleman from 
Georgia. 

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to understand here for just a second. I 
assume that the Democratic leadership 
must have been supportive of censoring 
C-SPAN? 

Mr. DREIER of California. I would 
say to my friend, the Rules Committee 
is historically an arm of the Democrat 
leadership. The distinguished whip, 
DAVID BoNIOR, who is the third-ranking 
member of the leadership was there 
and voted against allowing the tele
vision cameras to be covering. So I 
could only surmise from that action 
that the Democrat leadership supports 
that. 

Mr. GINGRICH. If the gentleman will 
yield one more time, I just want to 
make clear, and again, I am very will
ing if any of the Democrat leadership 
wanted to come to the floor to discuss 
this today or tomorrow we would be 
very willing to discuss this with them 
and find out what their reason was, but 
in effect the same Members who did 
not want the House post office scandal 
to become public, the same Members 
who did not want the House banking 
scandal to become public, the same 
Members who did not want to cooper
ate in the subpoena last week, if I un
derstand it correctly what the gen
tleman is saying, what we have now is 
the same Democratic house party com
ing in and in effect kicking out the 
one, clear, unedited, consistent, non
partisan coverage of, as I understand 
it, a $5.8 billion opportunity for the 
American taxpayer to be able to start 
the process of cutting spending and to 
help the President in effect with the 
legislative equivalent of a line-item 
veto. And so on a matter that involved 
$5.8 billion of the American people's 
money the House Democrats were 
blocking C-SP AN from being allowed 
to cover, and I just think it is part of 
what seems to be a pattern by which 
the Democratic leadership in the House 
is again and again trying to block the 
American people from seeing what goes 
on in the House of Representatives. 

I want to thank my two colleagues, 
the gentleman from New York and the 

gentleman from California, for the 
courage they show in standing up to 
this kind of behavior. 

Mr. DREIER of California. I was 
happy to yield to my friend. I would 
just say that I am not one who has tra
ditionally come to this well to express 
outrage. I have been very frustrated 
over the treatment of the minority. 
But when I sat there and I saw the kind 
of dictatorial procedures that they are 
imposing on us I was really stunned. 
We had a clearly partisan recorded 
vote. By turning off the cameras, un
fortunately very few of the American 
people will be aware of this, of what 
took place up there. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DREIER of California. I am 
happy to yield to the gentleman from 
New York. 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, I think 
it is important to ask ourselves why 
did they turn it off? The entire debate 
was going to }:>e structured in the Rules 
Committee upstairs this afternoon over 
obeying the law and obeying the rules 
of this House. 

Back in 1974, as the gentleman 
knows, when the President of the Unit
ed States was forced to spend all of the 
money that the Congress appropriates, 
they then made a provision in the law 
and in the rules of this House which 
give the President permission to then 
ask the Congress for permission not to 
spend money on individual and specific 
problems. It was called a line-item veto 
which the Congress had to approve, and 
by simply taking no action at all, the 
Congress could kill all of those re
quests to stop spending money. The de
bate was going to be on turning that 
around and requiring us to live by the 
law and live by the rules of this House 
and to let Congress vote on the floor of 
this House on each individual one of 
the 24 rescission requests of the Presi
dent, totaling, incidentally, I would 
say to my Republican whip, $7.9 billion. 

We are now going to be prevented 
from doing that, and the American peo
ple will not even be able to see why we 
were prevented from doing it, why we 
are going to continue with $7.9 billion 
in pork barrel projects. 

Mr. DREIER of California. I would 
say to my friend that we do not know 
yet exactly what rule will be reported 
out of that committee. But we were 
scheduled today to report out the rule 
as it relates to spending, and I can only 
conclude that the fact that members of 
the majority did not want the tele
vision cameras to provide full coverage 
of this process, I can only conclude 
that they are planning to report out a 
rule which will not allow us the oppor
tunity to bring about those cuts of $7.9 
billion. 

Am I correct in concluding that that 
is probably the case? I am happy to 
yield to my friend from New York. 

Mr. SOLOMON. I do not think there 
is any question about it. We have a se-

ries of amendments that we wanted to 
offer which would have allowed these 
projects to be voted on individually, 
one by one. Certainly there are Mem
bers on both sides of the aisle who 
would like to do this. The gentleman 
from Minnesota [Mr. PENNY], who is a 
Democrat as well as the gentleman 
from Illinois [Mr. FAWELL], who is a 
Republican were there to make these 
amendments in order and to offer them 
on the floor. They are more than likely 
going to be denied because of the 
closed rule that we will get tomorrow. 

Mr. DREIER of California. I would 
say to my friend that I am not going to 
conclude that it will be a closed rule at 
this point. I still, and I know my friend 
from New York also will do everything 
that we possibly can tomorrow when 
we mark up this bill to point out the 
fact that unfortunately the Democrat 
leadership prevented the American 
people from being able to witness-by 
way of television-the procedure, and 
that now they can begin to turn the 
process around by giving us an open 
rule. So I know that my friend from 
New York, and I certainly will join 
him, as will our friends from Tennessee 
and Ohio, the other two Republican 
members of the committee. By the 
way, again, we are outnumbered 2 to 1, 
plus 1. It is 9 to 4 on that committee. 
We will do everything that we can to 
offer every single one of these amend
ments, and we will try diligently to get 
an open rule, because I think that the 
majority leadership has concluded that 
if we have an open rule, and if these re
scissions and opportunities to bring 
about cuts are brought to the floor of 
this House they are going to pass. They 
are going to pass because we have re
corded votes on the screen behind us 
here, and the American people get to 
witness what transpires on the floor of 
the Congress. 

0 1620 

So I know that I will look forward to 
working with my friend over the next 
several hours. We will try our 
darnedest to get that open rule. 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, do I un
derstand that the explanation given at 
the committee for not allowing this 
matter to be televised was that the 
issue was too technical for the Amer:
ican people to understand? 

Mr. DREIER of California. My friend 
is absolutely right. I was stunned when 
the gentleman from Texas [Mr. FROST], 
and I would be happy to yield to him if 
he would like to come down here and 
maybe expand on that explanation, but 
he said two things; he said that the 
problem that we have is that this issue 
is too technical, and also Members 
have a pattern of talking at length 
when the television cameras are cover
ing them. He thought that the commit
tee hearing might go on, and he also 
indicated in a meeting, I know, with 
my friend from New York that appar-
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ently the majority feels that they 
should be informed earlier as to when 
the television cameras are going to be 
in the room. We, of course, are never 
consulted. We are just informed that C
SPAN would like to come, and I wel
come them, as I know my friend from 
New York does. Because the American 
people can see what transpires here, 
but he said that they were not in
formed or that the request was not 
made in a timely manner for Members 
to consider that. 

Mr. WALKER. Does it strike the gen
tleman as slightly arrogant to suggest 
that the American people will not un
derstand this, so, therefore, we should 
not allow them to see it? 

Mr. DREIER of California. I was 
rather surprised that an explanation of 
technicality would be used to prevent 
cameras from covering it. 

As I said, clause 3 of rule XI of the 
House makes it very clear that when 
you have material that is unclassified 
it should be open. Obviously, when we 
are dealing with national security 
questions, things like that. 

Mr. WALKER. That was not the case 
here, of course. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Of course 
not. The case here was very simply we 
wanted to be able to put into place 
amendments which would bring about 
a $7.9 billion reduction in spending, 
something the American people have 
been crying out for for years. 

Mr. WALKER. I really am just 
stunned by the idea that we have got
ten to the point in the arrogance of 
this body that Members are now claim
ing that there are certain things that 
we do which the American people will 
not understand, and so we ought not. 
let them see it. I mean, one of the 
things that the American people are 
most disturbed about is that this body 
is totally out of touch. I will tell the 
gentleman that I think a lot of the 
American people are very intelligent 
and they can understand what we are 
doing exactly, and I think that is the 
real issue. I think the real fear is that 
they were afraid that the American 
people would understand what was 
going on there, that the budget deficit 
was being expanded, that an attempt to 
reduce it was going to be thrown out on 
procedural questions, and that tech
nicalities were going to be used to keep 
the American people from getting 
something that they want, something 
akin to a line-item veto. They did not 
want them to see it. 

But to use then the excuse that, well, 
we know what is good for them, and 
this is not something that they ought 
to see. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Too tech-
nical. 

Mr. WALKER. Yes, that this is too 
technical for them to see. I mean, this 
is an outrage. It shows the absolute ar
rogance and irresponsibility of a Con
gress that is totally out of touch with 
America. 
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Mr. SOLOMON. Let me respond to 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania who 
is certainly a watchdog for the House, 
and I was also outraged as he was. 

My first impulse was to immediately 
walk out of the hearing this morning 
and to come down here and to start 
calling for votes on every procedural 
measure that we could. Unfortunately, 
today is a primary day in a number of 
States around the country, and as the 
gentleman knows, there were no re
corded votes on the floor. So out of 
courtesy to those Members who were 
out of town, I did not come to this 
floor and call for votes. 

But I can assure you that starting to
morrow morning, unless we have re
ceived word back from the Speaker or 
from the Democrats on the Committee 
on Rules that they will once again re
instate C-SP AN and broadcast all con
troversial issues that come before the 
Committee on Rules as it should be, 
that I am afraid there are going to 
have to be votes on every single item 
on this floor from now until the day we 
adjourn, and that is a shame. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Let me 
just say to my friend that I have not 
checked this, but I would encourage 
people on our staff to call. I wonder if 
there has ever been another case when 
C-SPAN, the Cable Satellite Public Af
fairs Network, has been prevented from 
covering a hearing if they have set up 
cameras as they did today and basi
cally moved ahead with the process, if 
they have ever been told, "Shut down 
your cameras and leave, because the 
committee has cast a vote to do that." 

Mr. SOLOMON. In the 14 years that I 
have been here, and the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania has been here a few 
years more than that, there has never 
been a case where any member of the 
press, either broadcast or written news 
media, has been expelled from any 
committee meeting at any time other 
than meetings on the floor of the 
House when we would be considering 
national security or classified informa
tion. 

Mr. WALKER. Or personal privacy 
questions, as I understand it and so on 
where people have been excluded from 
that, but this is ail issue that goes to 
the heart of a debate in America, and 
the Democrats are behaving, as the 
gentleman described them a few min
utes ago, like dictators. This is the 
way dictatorships work. This is the 
way that petty people decide to impose 
their will. They shut off the flow of in
formation. This is censorship. 

You know, it is amazing to me that a 
few weeks ago we had a debate on the 
floor about whether or not the Amer
ican taxpayers should be forced to fund 
pornography, and, oh, my goodness, the 
Democrats came running to the floor, 
liberal Democrats, saying, "Oh, yes, 
the taxpayer ought to be forced to pay 
for the pornography, because to do 
anything less would be censorship." 

That is exactly what they did today. 
They censored. They took an imme
diate step. They censored. They acted 
like petty dictators. 

Mr. DREIER of California. The sad 
thing for us is we have been told in the 
wake of the bank scandal, in the wake 
of the restaurant scandal, in the wake 
of the post office scandal that there 
was going to be this new openness. We 
passed a reform bill here. it was not a 
bill that brought out the kind of re
form that the American people want, 
but at least they said it was a reform 
package which did do a few things, and 
to just days after passage of the reform 
bill to do something that was unprece
dented, prevent the first-amendment 
rights of those people who want to pro
vide coverage to the American people 
on this proceeding in the Committee on 
Rules, is reprehensible. 

Mr. WALKER. One wonders how open 
the hearings are supposed to be. We are 
supposed to have open hearings on the 
post office scandal up in the Commit
tee on House Administration, and one 
wonders how open those hearings are 
going to be in light of this, or whether 
or not we are going to have a coverup 
on this. I mean, we have covered up on 
subpoenas, we have covered up on 
ghost employees, we have covered up 
on the House restaurant, the House 
bank, you name it. Everything is being 
covered up, because dictators cannot 
afford to be exposed, and this is the lat
est incident in a very, very disturbing 
trend. 

Mr. SOLOMON. If the gentleman will 
yield further, you know, the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania and myself both 
served on the congressional leadership 
task force for reform that was ap
pointed by the Speaker right after the 
house bank scandal broke, and the post 
office scandal broke, and one of the 
things that he fought so hard for, and 
I did, was to not only try to get decent 
administerial reform dealing with 
problems like this, but procedural re
forms as well. 

Because this gets right to the gut of 
the problem. I do not have to tell the 
gentlemen that what has happened in 
progressive years, that more and more 
restrictive rules have come to this 
floor out of this meeting that we are 
talking about which provides for the 
debate on every piece of legislation 
coming on the floor; that is how we got 
these huge deficits today. That is why 
we have the hemorrhaging deficits 
today, because the Committee on Rules 
that has now been blacked out for the 
American people consistently waives 
the rules, waives the Budget Act, and 
lets this Congress say to heck with the 
laws of the land, just go about business 
as usual. 

Mr. DREIER of California. An excel
lent point that my friend makes. 

Mr. WALKER. If the gentleman will 
yield further, just to make a point, we 
had our first open rule of the year out 
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here - the last few days on the NASA 
bill, and it went, I thought, reasonably 
well. People got their chance to offer 
their amendments. We even had a cou
ple of amendments that saved the tax
payers some money. 

Good heavens, I mean, imagine that 
we came with the bill, and we had a 
couple of amendments adopted that ac
tually saved the taxpayers some 
money, and had an open rule and an 
open debate. Everybody had their op
portunity to come to the floor and 
make their . point if they wanted to 
make it, and it did not work that bad. 

D 1630 

Why can we not do more of that? 
Mr. DREIER of California. I find it 

extraordinarily interesting and ironic 
and the first open rule of the year 
would come out on the floor to be man
aged on the minority side by the dis
tinguished gentleman from Pennsylva
nia, the ranking member of the Com
mittee on Science, Space, and Tech
nology. The gentleman has been one 
who has been crying out for open rules, 
and the first open rule of the year 
comes from his committee. 

I should say that when we look at the 
analysis of these rules, our crack chief 
of staff, Mr. Wolfensberger, has shown 
us that 64 percent of the rules which 
have come out of the Committee on 
Rules have been restrictive in the 102d 
Congress. That is a sad commentary on 
the process. 

Mr. WALKER. That is also how dic
tators operate. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Exactly. 
The other thing that we need to realize 
is that this committee, with a 9-to-4 
ratio, demonstrates the most blatant 
kind of dictatorship imaginable. 

I mean, they laugh when we call for 
recorded votes. I mean, there is snick
ering in the room when we call for a re
corded vote, because we know that con
sistently we will see the majority vote 
to defeat the minority by a 9-to-4, 2-to-
1, plus 1 ratio, when the ratio in this 
House is 40-60. 

Mr. WALKER. I just want to correct 
the gentleman's figure. The crack staff 
here just told me that it is up to 65 per
cent now. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Oh, my 
God. I was probably taking into consid
eration the open rule which was grant
ed for the NASA bill under the gentle
man's committee. So it is 65 percent. 

Mr. WALKER. We had two other 
closed rules then, so between the two it 
has now gone from 64 percent to 65 per
cent, and it is climbing. 

I mean, it is ratcheting up in ways 
that prove that Congress simply can
not operate without shutting down the 
process. Shut it down, clamp it down. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 
Speaker, let me tell my friends of an 
interesting thing that happened to me 
just last week. SAM JOHNSON, the gen
tleman from Dallas who succeeded 

Steve Bartlett who was a very able 
Member, SAM JOHNSON was a prisoner 
of war in Southeast Asia for years. He 
stood with me on the debate on the 
NASA bill and he said, "I came here in 
May of last year. Gosh, I can't remem
ber when Members have been able to 
stand up and be recognized under what 
is called the 5-minute rule. Is this the 
first or the second time this has hap
pened?" 

So this Member has served here for a 
year and it was difficult for him to re
call when we last had an open rule. So 
that obviously demonstrates the kind 
of openness we want is not actually 
here. 

Mr. WALKER. I actually had to ex
plain the 5-minute rule to a couple of 
people who thought that I had to as
sign them time. 

I said no, you can just stand up. 
And they said, "I can do what?" 
And I said, "You just stand up and 

you say I am for the amendment or 
against the amendment. They give you 
5 minutes." 

They said, "I never heard of a proce
dure like that." 

Mr. DREIER of California. Exactly. 
Mr. WALKER. Well, they had not, be

cause we never had that kind of proce
dure on the floor for awhile. 

Mr. DREIER of California. Well, Mr. 
Speaker, I thank my friend who was 
able to manage the first open rule in 
calendar year 1992. 

I would also like to thank my friend, 
the gentleman from New York, for his 
contribution, and let me especially 
thank those Members of the 
porkbusters team, led by the gen
tleman from illinois [Mr. FA WELL] who 
are trying to bring about the kinds of 
spending cuts which the American peo
ple want, and tragically may not be 
able to come tomorrow. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

address the House, following the legis
lative program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. SENSENBRENNER) to revise 
and extend their remarks and include 
extraneous material:) 

Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas, for 60 min
utes, on May 12. 

Mr. DREIER of California, for 60 min
utes, today. 

Mr. WALKER, for 60 minutes, today. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Ms. OAKAR) to revise and ex
tend their remarks and include extra
neous material:) 

Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois, for 5 min-
utes, today. 

Mr. DEFAZIO, for 15 minutes, today. 
Ms. OAKAR, for 60 minutes, today. 
Mr. REED, for 60 minutes each day, on 

May 6 and 7. 
Mrs. COLLINS of Illinois, for 5 minutes 

each day, on May 6, 7, 8, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 

18, 19, 20, 21, 26, 27, 28, 29, June 1, 2, 3, 
4, 5, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 22, 
23, 24, 25, 26, 29, and 30. 

(The following Member (at the re
quest of Mr. DEFAZIO) to revise and ex
tend his remar-ks and include extra
neous material:) 

Mr. WASIDNGTON, for 60 minutes, 
today. 

EXTENSION OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

(The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. SENSENBRENNER) and to in
clude extraneous matter:) 

Mr. LEWIS of California. 
Mr. SOLOMON. 
Mr. GILMAN in two instances. 
Mr. WALKER. 
Mr. Goss. 
(The following Members (at the re

quest of Ms. OAKAR) and to include ex
traneous matter:) 

Mr. BOUCHER. 
Mr. K!LDEE. 
Mr. KOSTMA YER. 
Mr. HALL of Ohio. 
Mr. ROE. 
Mr. YATRON. 
Mr. LANTOS in two instances. 
Mr. TRAFICANT in two instances. 
Mr. FAZIO. 
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. 
Mr. MATSUI. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 
REFERRED 

A joint resolution of the Senate of 
the following title was taken from the 
Speaker's table and, under the rule, re
ferred as follows: 

S.J. Res. 166. Joint resolution designating 
the week of October 4 through 10, 1992, as 
"National Customer Service Week"; to the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 
Mr. ROSE, from the Committee on 

House Administration, reported that 
that committee had examined and 
found truly enrolled a bill of the House 
of the following title, which was there
upon signed by the Speaker: 

H.R. 4184. An act to designate the Depart
ment of Veterans Affairs Medical Center lo
cated in Northampton, Massachusetts, as the 
"Edward P. Boland Department of Veterans 
Affairs Medical Center." 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. DREIER of California. Mr. 

Speaker, I move that the House do now 
adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord
ingly (at 4 o'clock and 33 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until Wednesday, May 
6, 1992, at 10 a.m. 
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EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 

ETC. 
3455. Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, a 

letter from the Chairman, Physician 
Payment Review Commission, trans
mitting the Commission's 1992 annual 
report on payment to physicians under 
the Medicare Program, pursuant to 42 
U.S.C. 1395w-l(c)(l)(D), was taken from 
the Speaker's table and referred joint
ly, to the Committees on Ways and 
Means and Energy and Commerce. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUB
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 

committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. CONYERS. Committee on Government 
Operations. H.R. 776. A bill to provide for im
proved energy efficiency; with amendments 
(Rep. 102--474, Pt. 5). Ordered to be printed. 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI: Committee on Ways 
and Means. H.R. 776. A bill to provide for im
proved energy efficiency; with amendments 
(Rep. 102--474, Pt. 6). Ordered to be printed. 

Mr. BROOKS: Committee on the Judiciary. 
H.R. 776. A bill to provide for improved en
ergy efficiency; with amendments (Rep. 102-
474, Pt. 7). Ordered to be printed. 

Mr. MILLER of California: Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. H.R. 776. A bill 
to provide for improved energy efficiency; 
with amendments (Rep. 102-474, Pt. 8). Or
dered to be printed. 

Mr. BEILENSON: Committee on Rules. 
House Resolution 444. Resolution providing 
for the consideration of H.R. 2039, a bill to 
authorize appropriations for the Legal Serv
ices Corporation, and for other purposes 
(Rep. 102-512). Referred to the House Cal
endar. 

SUBSEQUENT ACTION ON A RE
PORTED BILL SEQUENTIALLY 
REFERRED 
Under clause 5 of Rule X the follow

ing action was taken by the Speaker: 
The Committee on Agriculture discharged 

from further consideration of H.R. 776; H.R. 
776 referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4 

of rule XXII, public bills and resolu
tions were introduced and severally re
ferred as follows: 

By Mr. TAUZIN (for himself, Mr. JONES 
of North Carolina, Mr. STUDDS, Mr. 
DAVIS, Mr. FIELDS, and Mr. JEFFER
SON): 

H.R. 5055. A bill to authorize appropria
tions for the Coast Guard for fiscal year 1993, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Merchant Marine and Fisheries. 

By Mr. ALLEN (for himself, Mr. BLI
LEY, Mr. MORAN, Mr. BATEMAN, Mr. 
PAYNE of Virginia, Mr. WOLF, Mr. 
SISISKY, Mr. OLIN, Mr. BOUCHER, Mr. 
PICKETT, Mr. HUBBARD, Mr. HORTON, 
Mr. APPLEGATE, Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. 
SKEEN, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. ZIM
MER, Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr. 0BERSTAR, Mr. 
HARRIS, Mr. FORD of Tennessee, Mr. 
COYNE, and Mr. HUGHES): 

H.R. 5056. A bill to establish a commission 
to commemorate the 250th anniversary of 
the birth of Thomas Jefferson; to the Com
mittee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. BROWN (for himself, Mrs. 
MORELLA, and Mr. EVANS): 

H.R. 5057. A bill to facilitate the develop
ment of an integrated, nationwide tele
communications system dedicated to in
struction by guaranteeing the acquisition of 
a communications satellite system used 
solely for communications among State and 
local instructional institutions and agencies 
and instructional resource providers; to the 
Committee on Education and Labor. 

By Mr. CLAY: 
H.R. 5058. A bill to authorize appropria

tions for the American Folklife Center for 
fiscal years 1993, 1994, 1995, 1996, and 1997; to 
the Committee on House Administration. 

H.R. 5059. A bill to extend the boundaries 
of the grounds of the National Gallery of Art 
to include the National Sculpture Garden; to 
the Committee on House Administration. 

By Mr. DELLUMS (for himself, Mr. 
ABERCROMBIE, Mr. BONIOR, Mr. 
DEFAZIO, Mr. EVANS, Mr. HAYES of Il
linois, Mr. MARKEY, Mr. MCDERMOTT, 
Mr. MFUME, Ms. NORTON, Ms. PELOSI, 
Mr. SANDERS, Mrs. SCHROEDER, Mr. 
SERRANO, Mr. STARK, Mr. WASHING
TON, Ms. WATERS, and Mr. WEISS): 

H.R. 5060. A bill to amend title 10, United 
States Code, to establish procedures for the 
determination of whether members of the 
Armed Forces should be discharged from 
military service or reassigned to other duties 
as conscientious objectors; to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

By Mr. FASCELL: 
H.R. 5061. A bill to establish Dry Tortugas 

National Park in the State of Florida; to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. IRELAND: 
H.R. 5062. A bill to amend title 10, United 

States Code, to strengthen the requirements 
with respect to the preparation of independ
ent cost estimates for major defense acquisi
tion programs; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

H.R. 5063. A bill to abolish the centralized 
cost centers that were established by the 
military departments for the purpose of pre
paring independent cost estimates for major 
defense acquisition programs; to the Com
mittee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. KOSTMAYER (for himself and 
Mr. MILLER of California): 

H.R. 5064. A bill to amend the Land and 
Water Conservation Fund Act of 1965 to in
crease the ability of State and local govern
ments to protect and enhance open spaces, 
enhance the capability of State and local 
governments to provide recreational oppor
tunities, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. MORRISON: 
H.R. 5065. A bill to amend the Communica

tions Act of 1934 regarding the broadcasting 
of certain material regarding candidates for 
Federal elective office, and for other pur
poses; to the Commission on Energy and 
Commerce. 

By Mr. SCHEUER: 
H.R. 5066. A bill to amend the Federal 

Water Pollution Control Act to expand the 
research of the Long Island Sound Office of 
the Environmental Protection Agency; joint
ly to the Committees on Science, Space, and 
Technology and Public Works and Transpor
tation. 

By Mr. SENSENBRENNER: 
H.R. 5067. A bill to amend temporarily the 

Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the United 

States to correct the duty treatment of tim
ing apparatus with opto-electronic display 
only; to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. SOLARZ (for himself, Mr. LA
GOMARSINO, and Mr. GILMAN): 

H.J. Res. 478. Joint resolution designating 
September 18, 1992, as "National POW/MIA 
Recognition Day," and authorizing display 
of the National League of Families POW/MIA 
flag; jointly, to the Committees on Post Of
fice and Civil Service and Veterans' Affairs. 

By Mr. SOLOMON: 
H. Con. Res. 315. Concurrent resolution ex

pressing the sense of the Congress with re
spect to certain proposals of the Environ
mental Protection Agency to require cen
tralized motor vehicle emissions inspection 
at facilities which provide no other services; 
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. HOLLOWAY: 
H. Res. 445. Resolution to terminate fund

ing for certain select committees of the 
House of Representatives; to the Committee 
on House Administration. 

H. Res. 446. Resolution to abolish certain 
select committees of the House of Represent
atives; to the Committee on Rules. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND 
RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, 
Mr. OLIN introduced a bill (H.R. 5068) for 

the relief of Dallas M. Patterson; which was 
referred to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 

were added to public bills and resolu
tions as follows: 

H.R. 304: Mr. RAVENEL. 
H.R. 371: Mr. LARoCCO. 
H.R. 776: Mr. RAMSTAD. 
H.R. 784: Mr. NICHOLS. 
H.R. 845: Mr. SIKORSKI. 
H.R. 875: Mr. MACHTLEY. 
H.R. 936: Mr. FA WELL. 
H.R. 1245: Mr. BATEMAN and Mr. BROOM-

FIELD. 
H.R. 1378: Mr. DEFAZIO. 
H.R. 1393: Mr. HOCHBRUECKNER. 
H.R. 1406: Mr. HOPKINS. 
H.R. 1460: Mr. DURBIN. 
H.R. 1468: Mr. CALLAHAN. 
H.R. 1472: Mr. KILDEE. 
H.R. 1527: Mr. PALLONE, Mr. MCHUGH, and 

Mr. SHAYS. 
H.R. 1536: Mr. FRANKS of Connecticut. 
H.R. 1566: Mr. CRAMER, Mr. NEAL of North 

Carolina, Mr. VALENTINE, Mr. MCDADE, Mr. 
ROWLAND, Mr. GINGRICH, and Mr. HUCKABY. 

H.R. 1969: Mrs. BOXER and Mr. SERRANO. 
H.R. 2086: Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr. BILIRAKIS, 

Ms. MOLINARI, Mr. SOLOMON, and Mr. 
DEFAZIO. 

H.R. 2104: Mr. GALLO. 
H.R. 2200: Mr. DOOLITTLE. 
H.R. 2363: Mr. SCHEUER and Mr. KENNEDY. 
H.R. 2806: Mr. RAVENEL and Mr. QUILLEN. 
H.R. 2862: Mr. MCMILLAN of North Caro-

lina. 
H.R. 2867: Mr. BUNNING and Mr. RAMSTAD. 
H.R. 2924: Mr. PERKINS. 
H.R. 312.1: Mr. BROWN. 
H.R. 3122: Mr. OWENS of Utah and Mr. CAL-

LAHAN. 
H.R. 3150: Mr. PERKINS. 
H.R. 3164: Mr. AUCOIN and Mr. RAVENEL. 
H.R. 3166: Mr. DICKINSON, Mr. RoE, Mr. 

TANNER, Mr. lNHOFE, Mr. VANDER JAGT, Mrs. 
MEYERS of Kansas, and Mr. CLEMENT. 
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H.R. 3373: Mr. MORRISON, Mr. HEFNER, Mr. 

CAMP, Mr. ALLEN, Mrs. RoUKEMA, Mr. 
GALLEGLY, Mr. MATSUI, and Mrs. UNSOELD. 

H.R. 3517: Mr. FROST and Mr. RoSE. 
H.R. 3518: Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. 

PENNY, Mr. BEILENSON, and Ms. SLAUGHTER. 
H.R. 3712: Mr. BURTON of Indiana and Mr. 

RHODES. 
H.R. 3838: Mr. VANDER JAGT, Mr. DoRGAN of 

North Dakota, Mr. DONNELLY, Mrs. LLOYD, 
Mr. DOOLEY, Mr. IRELAND, Mr. BROWDER, Mr. 
YOUNG of Alaska, Mr. LEWIS of Florida, Mr. 
SLATTERY, Mr. SMITH of Texas, Mr. RAMSTAD, 
Mr. DREIER of California, Mr. JONES of North 
Carolina, Mr. Cox of California, Mr. BARTON 
of Texas, Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr. HASTERT, Mr. 
MCCLOSKEY, and Mr. ARMEY. 

H.R. 3937: Mr. SANDERS. 
H.R. 3986: Mr. MANTON and Mr. OWENS of 

New York. 
H.R. 4002: Mr. CARDIN. 
H.R. 4178: Mr. RICHARDSON, Mr. GoRDON, 

Mrs. MORELLA, and Ms. MOLINARI. 
H.R. 4234: Mr. JOHNSON of Texas. 
H.R. 4304: Mr. ZELIFF, Mr. TANNER, Mr. 

EVANS, and Mr. MAZZOLI. 
H.R. 4316: Mrs. LLOYD, Mr. KOSTMAYER, Mr. 

MONTGOMERY, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. BATEMAN, 
Mr. ABERCROMBIE, and Mr. MCCLOSKEY. 

H.R. 4361: Mr. MOLLOHAN. 
H.R. 4405: Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. AUCOIN, 

Mr. WILLIAMS, Mr. KOSTMAYER, and Mr. 
FRANK of Massachusetts. 

H.R. 4406: Mr. RoTH, Mr. FORD of Ten
nessee, and Mr. OXLEY. 

H.R. 4427: Mr. GINGRICH, Mr. MANTON, and 
Mr. ROE. 

H.R. 4430: Mr. BLILEY. 
H .R. 4434: Mr. MRAZEK. 
H.R. 4446: Mr. LANCASTER, Mr. BAKER, Mr. 

FEIGHAN, and Mr. CHAPMAN. 
H.R. 4490: Mr. RANGEL, Mr. LIPINSKI, and 

Mr. STALLINGS. 
H.R. 4507: Mr. EDWARDS of California, Mr. 

HUGHES, Mr. MONTGOMERY, Mr. LANCASTER, 
Mr. FLAKE, Mr. MCCURDY, Mr. DWYER of New 
Jersey, Mr. KLECZKA, Mr. HUTTO, Mr. TAYLOR 
of North Carolina, Mrs. BYRON, Mr. MFUME, 
Mrs. MORELLA, Mrs. ROUKEMA, Mr. EVANS, 
Mr. MOORHEAD, Mr. GORDON, Mr. SCHAEFER, 
Mr. BOEHNER, Mr. STALLINGS, Mr. AUCOIN, 
Mr. MATSUI, and Mr. DICKS. 

H.R. 4513: Mr. HORTON and Mr. 
CUNNINGHAM. 

H.R. 4530: Mr. ARMEY and Mr. ZELIFF. 
H.R. 4536: Mr. COMBEST and Mr. DAVIS. 
H.R. 4553: Mr. EVANS. 

H.R. 4587: Mr. LAROCCO. 
H.R. 4613: Mr. ZELIFF. 
H.R. 4725: Mr. LAFALCE and Mr. POSHARD. 
H.R. 4754: Mr. STEARNS and Mr. LANCASTER. 
H.R. 4775: Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. SANDERS, Mrs. 

UNSOELD, Mr. TOWNS, Mrs. MINK, Mr. SABO, 
Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. JONTZ, Mr. OWENS of 
New York, and Mr. LAFALCE. 

H.R. 4821: Mr. CLEMENT, Mr. LENT, Mr. 
MCEWEN, Mr. GORDON, Mr. GILCHREST, Mr. 
SHAYS, Mr. KOPETSKI, Mr. COMBEST, Mr. 
HOYER, Mr. DARDEN, Mr. HUGHES, Mr. GEJD
ENSON, Mr. PARKER, Mr. SAXTON, Mr. BOEH
LERT, Mr. LEHMAN of Florida, Mr. COSTELLO, 
Ms. DELAURO, Mr. MCMILLEN of Maryland, 
Mr. GALLO, Mr. HYDE, Mrs. BYRON, Mr. MAR
TIN, Mr. MCHUGH, Mr. Goss, Mr. MCDADE, 
Mr. ROTH, Mr. HATCHER, Mr. BROOMFIELD, 
Mr. PAYNE of New Jersey, Mr. ROHRABACHER, 
Mr. FORD of Tennessee, Mr. HAYES of Louisi
ana, Mr. LIGHTFOOT, Mr. RHODES, Mrs. MEY
ERS of Kansas, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. CAMP, Mr. 
FISH, Mr. GUNDERSON, Mr. MORAN, Mr. 
STEARNS, and Mr. F ASCELL. 

H.R. 4829: Mr. MANTON. 
H.R. 4848: Mr. GILMAN. 
H.R. 4884: Mr. MANTON and Mr. GREEN of 

New York. 
H.R. 4902: Mr. RINALDO and Mr. ZELIFF. 
H.R. 5000: Mr. KASICH and Mr. MURPHY. 
H.R. 5012: Mr. MINETA, Mr. LEHMAN of Cali

fornia, Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr. TALLON, Mr. 
KOPETSKI, Mr. LEWIS of California, and Mr. 
DE LA GARZA. 

H.R. 5039: Mr. STALLINGS and Mr. MORRI
SON. 

H.J. Res. 271: Mr. GILMAN. 
H.J. Res. 353: Mr. ANNUNZIO, Mr. HUNTER, 

Mr. INHOFE, Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas, and Mr. 
WEISS .. 

H.J. Res. 391: Mr. PAXON, Mr. MILLER of 
Washington, Mrs. MEYERS of Kansas, and Ms. 
NORTON. 

H.J. Res. 399: Mr. LANCASTER, Mr. OWENS of 
Utah, Mr. ORTON, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. BAR
NARD, Mr. MCEWEN, Mr. GRANDY, Mr. HEF
NER, Mr. JONES of North Carolina, Mr. RICH
ARDSON, Mr. LEACH, and Mr. NEAL of North 
Carolina. 

H.J. Res. 411: Mr. MACHTLEY, Mr. PAXON, 
Mr. PETERSON of Florida, Mrs. COLLINS of 
Michigan, Mr. NATCHER, and Mr. RIGGS. 

H.J. Res. 426: Mr. WELDON, Mr. BALLENGER, 
Mr. ALEXANDER, Mr. POSHARD, Mr. SPENCE, 
Mr. MORAN, and Mr. OWENS of New York. 

H.J. Res. 429: Mr. PANETTA, Mr. NOWAK, Mr. 
PURSELL, Mr. GEREN of Texas, Mr. WASHING-

TON, Mr. RoBERTS, Mr. LEWIS of California, 
Mr. COLEMAN of Texas, Mr. JONES of North 
Carolina, Mr. AUCOIN, Mr. TAYLOR of Mis
sissippi, Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT, Mr. FOGLI
ETTA, Mr. VALENTINE, Mr. WELDON, Mr. KAN
JORSKI, Mr. ANNUNZIO, Mr. APPLEGATE, Mrs. 
JOHNSON of Connecticut, Mr. LAFALCE, Mrs. 
BENTLEY, Mr. BARNARD, and Mr. EARLY. 

H.J. Res. 435: Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr. LENT, 
Mr. RANGEL, Mr. PASTOR, Mrs. COLLINS of 
Michigan, Mr. SERRANO, and Mr. WILSON. 

H.J. Res. 442: Mr. LEWIS of Florida, Mr. 
IRELAND, Mr. HASTERT, Mr. LEACH, Mr. SMITH 
of Florida, Mr. BACCHUS, Mr. EVANS, Mr. 
HOCHBRUECKNER, Ms. NORTON, Mr. FLAKE, 
Mr. POSHARD, Mr. FORD of Michigan, Mr. 
KOPETSKI, Mr. BROWN, Mr. RIGGS, Mr. BER
MAN, Mr. MCCOLLUM, and Mr. OWENS of New 
York. 

H.J. Res. 458: Mr. FORD of Michigan, Mr. 
LEACH, Mr. SHAW, and Mr. TORRES. 

H.J. Res. 463: Mr. FROST and Mr. MCDADE. 
H.J. Res. 470: Mr. HAYES of Louisiana, Mr. 

HEFNER, Mr. HORTON, Mr. HYDE, Mr. JONTZ, 
Mr. FASCELL, Mr. CHAPMAN, Mr. MRAZEK, Mr. 
MARTIN, Mr. LEACH, Mr. BEVILL, Mr. OBER
STAR, Mr. SOLOMON, Mrs. JOHNSON of Con
necticut, Mr. LEHMAN of Florida, and Mr. 
FAZIO. 

H.J. Res. 476: Mr. PANETTA, Mr. QUILLEN, 
Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. WALSH, Mr. EVANS, and 
Mr. FROST. 

H. Con. Res. 150: Mr. PERKINS. 
H. Con. Res. 192: Mr. LAROCCO. 
H. Con. Res. 203: Mr. WALSH, Mrs. KEN

NELLY, and Mr. REED. 
H. Con. Res. 272: Mr. KOSTMAYER and Mr. 

JONTZ. 
H. Con. Res. 296: Mr. ALEXANDER, Mr. 

SWETT, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. RIDGE, Mr. MOAK
LEY, Mr. NEAL of North Carolina, Mr. 
AUCOIN, Mrs. RoUKEMA, Mr. TRAXLER, Mr. 
HORTON, Mr. MORAN, Mr. LANCASTER, Mr. 
EVANS, and Mr. TOWNS. 

H. Res. 204: Mr. VANDER JAGT. 
H. Res. 361: Mr. KENNEDY. 

DELETIONS OF SPONSORS FROM 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors 
were deleted from public bills ~nd reso
lutions as follows: 

H.R. 1777: Mr. PETERSON of Florida. 
H.R. 3515: Ms. OAKAR. 
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The Senate met at 9:30 a.m., on the 
expiration of the recess, and was called 
to order by the Honorable J. ROBERT 
KERREY, a Senator from the State of 
Nebraska. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Today's 
prayer will be offered by guest chap
lain, Gen. Eva Burrows, world leader of 
the Salvation Army. 

PRAYER 

(Legislative day of Thursday, March 26, 1992) 

appoint the Honorable J. ROBERT KERREY, a 
Senator from the State of Nebraska, to per
form the duties of the Chair. 

ROBERT C. BYRD, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. KERREY thereupon assumed the 
chair as Acting President pro tempore. 

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 

Gen. Eva Burrows, world leader of The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tern-
the Salvation Army, offered the follow- pore. Under the standing order, the ma-
ing prayer: jority leader is rec_ognized. 

Great and gracious God, we turn to 
You at the commencement of this ses
sion and pause to acknowledge Your 
sovereignty over our lives, our Nation, 
our world. 

We seek the inspiration of Your Holy 
Spirit in our deliberations, Your wis
dom in our decisionmaking, Your love 
in our acceptance of another's point of 
view, Your graciousness when others 
may not accept ours. 

We remind ourselves of the words of 
Holy Scripture, "A nation without 
God's guidance is a nation without 
order.'' There can be no lasting na
tional greatness that ignores spiritual 
values, so we come seeking Your guid
ance as this assembly works to order 
the affairs of this Nation in such a way 
that its national life is identified by 
righteousness, integrity, and justice. 

Lord God, I ask Your blessing on 
every Member of this Senate. Help 
each to see life from Your perspective: 

With compassion for the weak and 
helpless; 

With courage to dare to do the new 
thing; 

With a vision that brings seei?ing 
impossibilities to reality; and 

With a faith that always trusts, 
hopes, and perseveres. 

Father God, I offer this prayer in the 
name of our Lord and Saviour Jesus 
Christ whose love, I pray, will fill our 
hearts and motivate our actions this 
and every day. Amen. · 

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will please read a communication 
to the Senate from the President pro 
tempore [Mr. BYRD]. 

The legislative clerk read the follow
ing letter: 

To the Senate: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 
Washington, DC, May 5, 1992. 

Under the provisions of rule I, section 3, of 
the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby 

THE JOURNAL 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, am I 

correct that the Journal of proceedings 
has been approved to date? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. It has. 

SCHEDULE 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, this 

morning there will be a period for 
morning business, during which time 
Senators will be permitted to speak 
and following which the Senate will 
turn to consideration of S. 2403, the re
scission legislation. 

Under the rules governing consider
ation of that measure, it will be before 
the Senate for a; maximum of 10 hours. 
It is subject to amendment. It is my 
hope that we can complete action on 
that measure as soon as possible, and 
in any event it cannot be before the 
Senate for a period longer than 10 
hours. Senators should be aware that 
rollcall votes could occur at any time 
during the day today should amend
ments to the measure be offered. 

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, Ire

serve all of my leader time, and I re
serve all of the leader time of the dis
tinguished Republican leader. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

MORNING BUSINESS 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. Under the previous order, there 
will now be a period for the transaction 
of morning business not to extend be
yond the hour of 10 a.m., with Senators 
permitted to speak therein for not to 
exceed 5 minutes each. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so or
dered. The Senator from Oregon is rec
ognized. · 

TRIBUTE TO GERRY FRANK 
Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, some 

say that this is the year for changes in 
politics. Great attention is paid to the 
many elected officials who are choos
ing to leave Washington. Today, I take 
the Senate floor to pay tribute to yet 
another individual who has decided to 
take this leave. Gerry Frank, whom I 
consider a best friend, one of my 
strongest political allies, and a true 
public servant, is leaving his position 
as my chief of staff. 

Gerry Frank has given his adult life 
to the public, especially the people of 
Oregon. In a culture which emphasizes 
personal wealth and absolute power, he 
operated always with his love of doing 
good as his guiding motivation. 

For four generations the Frank fam
ily operated one of the premier depart
ment stores on the west coast. Gerry 
spent his youth learning the trade and, 
upon completing his education at Cam
bridge, England, undertook the man
agement of the new Salem store in the 
family chain. Yet simply running a 
successful business was not enough to 
challenge Gerry. Every community in 
Oregon has been touched by this man 
through his philanthropy and leader
ship. Over the years, Gerry's list of in
terests has grown longer and broader 
and is unrivaled today by that of many 
full-time public servants. 

Gerry Frank has served as a trusted 
advisor for most of my political life. He 
has guided me through five senatorial 
campaigns. He interviewed and hired 
hundreds of young people to serve as 
unpaid and paid staffers and built a 
legendary support network which in
cludes thousands. 

Gerry became a full time Senate em
ployee in 1973. He undertook the as
signment as my chief of staff because 
he believed that a Senator's office first 
and always must operate as a service 
to the constituent. Gerry's focus con
stantly and completely has been upon 
meeting the needs of people. And dur
ing his 19 years here he created an en
tirely new standard of excellence for 

• This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 
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Senate offices at every level-from of
fice design and automation to the last 
detail about a small-town ice cream so
cial. 

We have covered many miles to
gether, Gerry and I. We have walked, 
driven or flown over what must be 
every square mile of the State we both 
cherish, spending thousands of hours 
talking with the people of Oregon. The 
miles are many and so are the mile
stones. Gerry Frank has had a role to 
play at every stage of my Senate ca
reer. He has been my adviser, my advo
cate and my surrogate. 

Each of us in the Senate knows that 
the life in Washington is challenging. 
Politics is a profession of superstars 
who may have little understanding of 
the sacrifice which staff willingly 
make each day for every one of us. 
Some staff would say that it is difficult 
to have a life outside the job. It is a sad 
fact that the bright individuals produc
ing incredible work on our behalf only 
can provide that assistance at a sac
rifice to their own interests. 

Gerry Frank never gave up his own 
activities, and I am pleased to see that 
the headlines reporting his departure 
read "Oregon's 'Third' Senator Re
tires." The news stories are testament 
to the fact that Gerry never allowed 
the hectic pace of the Senate to over
take his desire to pursue his own inter
ests and his community involvement. 
His own efforts, which include a best
selling New York guidebook, a res
taurant and positions on the boards of 
many national and State groups, never 
suffered from lack of energy and enthu
siasm and are truly measures of his 
success. 

I am grateful that he has agreed to 
continue serving as an unpaid coun
selor and as a volunteer representative 
of my office. There is still much to be 
done for the State and the Nation, and 
I am pleased that we will continue 
working together. I wish Gerald Frank 
all the best and express deepest appre
ciation for the indelible mark he has 
left upon nie, my staff and the people 
of Oregon. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
Mr. GORE addressed the Chair. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The Senator from Tennessee is 
recognized. 

Mr. GORE. I ask unanimous consent 
to speak for an additional 5 minutes. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

GLOBAL ENVIRONMENT 
Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I rise 

today to announce to my colleagues 
and to serve notice to the Bush admin
istration that I intend later this week 
to introduce legislation designed to ac
complish what President Bush has 
failed to do; that is, to commit our 
country to a goal that can be a goal 

that is critical to our future and the 
future of the global environment. 

On Thursday, I will introduce in this 
Chamber legislation to commit our Na
tion to stabilize emissions of carbon di
oxide, a principal cause of global 
warming, at 1990 levels by the year 
2000. 

I spent a good deal of yesterday, Mr. 
President, observing the negotiations 
on, namely, climate change agreement 
at the United Nations. The majority 
leader and the Republican leader some
time ago appointed an observer group, 
and I have been taking my responsibil
ities as chairman of that group ex
tremely seriously. I have been watch
ing the negotiations quite closely, and 
keeping with the advice-and-consent 
clause of the Constitution .! have been 
in touch with our negotiators and with 
many others who were involved in 
these talks. 

I wish this morning in advance of my 
introduction on Thursday of the meas
ure to which I have just referred to 
give a report to the Senate on the sta
tus of the negotiations. 

There is a large discussion between 
the industrial countries, mostly in the 
Northern Hemisphere and the develop
ing countries mostly in southern lati
tudes, about the relative responsibil
ities and commitments and obligations 
that these two groups of nations should 
undertake. 

It is generally agreed that one of the 
principal obligations which should be 
incurred by the industrial nations is to 
limit-at least to stabilize-the emis
sions of greenhouse gases which are the 
principal culprit in the problem of 
global climate change. The lowest com
mon denominator for such an agree
ment is the proposal that nations 
should stabilize their C02 emissions or 
greenhouse gas emissions, the larger 
category including many forms of 
methane emissions as well as C02, at 
1990 levels by the year 2000. 

For most of the 2-year negotiation, 
the position of the Bush administra
tion has been that we cannot stop a 
commitment to stabilize . our green
house gas emissions at the 1990 levels 
by the year 2000 because our economy 
is uniquely vulnerable to damage that 
might come from such a limitation. 

The assertion that we could not meet 
that goal without incurring economic 
harm was based upon a study by the 
Department of Energy which was used 
as the basis for the national energy 
strategy. As extensive hearings before 
the Joint Economic Committee dem
onstrated last week, the study upon 
which the administration's assertions 
are based is fatally flawed. 

The National Research Council of the 
National Academy of Sciences tore 
apart the computer model upon which 
their study is based, and indeed the ad
ministration itself has now rejected 
the conclusions of the Department of 
Energy because after a long internal 

debate, the White House introduced 
into the public record a document two 
Fridays ago entitled "U.S. Views on 
Global Climate Change" which essen
tially admits that the Department of 
Energy figures were wrong, and now 
the White House view is we can sta
bilize or very nearly stabilize not only 
at no cost but at a profit to this coun
try with purely voluntary measures. 

So now the White House says, yes, we 
can stabilize, we can meet this lowest 
common denominator goal, we can do 
so with purely voluntary measures, and 
we can do it at a profit. 

One would be tempted to conclude 
that, the principal objection to this 
commitment now being removed, the 
White House would say, OK, now we 
can agree to it. 

But, no, there is a brand new excuse. 
The new excuse for not making this 
commitment is that the new set of con
clusions having demonstrated that we 
can stabilize without actually having 
to do anything other than recommend 
voluntary measures means that we do 
not need an international agreement 
because we can stabilize without an 
international agreement. 

Mr. President, if you think you may 
be missing something here, I share that 
feeling. And I have tried hard to under
stand the logic upon which this new ex
cuse is based. I think I have figured it 
out. It is rather like someone conclud
ing that since he is presently not in
tending to rob a bank, that is proof 
that there is no necessity for laws 
against robbing banks. 

The principal objection to an agree
ment to stop the destruction of the 
global atmosphere has been that this 
agreement worldwide would impose an 
undue burden on us. Now that we con
clude that it will not impose an undue 
burden on us, we say, oh, well, now we 
do not need the agreement because we 
can meet our part of what would be the 
agreement without actually having the 
agreement. They have come up with 
the answer before they really know the 
question. They always say no and the 
fact that their excuses become ever 
more imaginative just demonstrates 
the extent to which they are torturing 
logic. 

The question is not, Mr. President, 
what is the minimum that the United 
States can do with purely voluntary 
measures in order to stabilize green
house gas emissions in this country? 
The question is what can the United 
States of America do to lead the world 
toward a policy that avoids environ
mental catastrophe? 

President Bush has utterly failed 
that test of leadership. What will the 
consequences be? Two weeks ago, one 
of our great cities, Chicago, was vir
tually paralyzed, because the infra
structure underneath the city for car
rying water decayed, and inadvertently 
some construction was carried out 
which exposed a weakness in that de-
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caying infrastructure, and as the wa
ters rose, the city was shut down. 

Last week, tragically, we saw the 
consequences that occur when the so
cial infrastructure of one of our other 
great cities, Los Angeles, was allowed 
to decay and deteriorate, and the spark 
set the fire as the tensions rose, and 
the flames spread. 

Many cities in the developing world 
are on the verge of shutting down, be
cause the environmental infrastructure 
has been allowed to deteriorate and 
decay. Indeed, the ecological system of 
the entire Earth is now in jeopardy. 
Look first at Mexico City. They are 
closing factories there, not because of 
the economy, not because of the social 
infrastructure, not because of the 
water lines or the electricity lines, but 
because they are choking to death on 
the air pollution. Most cities in the de
veloping world are no more than a half 
step behind Mexico City. We are seeing 
one of our great industries shut down 
because the environmental infrastruc
ture is decaying-salmon fishing on the 
west coast is about to end because 
overfishing has destroyed the 
generativity of that species. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent for 5 additional minutes. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Is there objection? 

Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President, 
I am not sure what business the Senate 
intends to conduct at 10 o'clock, but if 
there is no other business to be con
ducted at 10 o'clock, I would not have 
an objection. Otherwise, I have 10 min
utes reserved. 

EXTENSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that I be allowed to 
speak for 5 additional minutes and that 
morning business be extended for those 
5 additional minutes. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

Mr. GORE. We are at a critical turn
ing point. Yesterday, a Gallup poll was 
released showing that throughout the 
developing world, the issue of protect
ing the global environment has risen 
dramatically in importance. We have 
the misconception that people in the 
developing world do not really care 
about the deterioration of our world's 
environment. This new poll shows that 
it is just a misconception. 

In Mexico City, again, it is interest
ing that retailers there cannot sell 
spray cans that they have on their 
shelves if they are not labeled "ozone 
friendly." There is no law respecting 
that, but it is just that the consumers 
there refuse to buy it if they think it is 
going to hurt the environment. And 
they are desperately trying to buy the 
new machinery and processes and prod
ucts that will allow the factories tore-

open without adding to the burden of 
pollution. Who will sell it to them? 
Japan is eager to do so. So is Europe. 
Japan is now openly saying that the 
biggest new world market in the his
tory of world business is in the prod
ucts and processes which make envi
ronmental progress possible without 
environmental destruction. 

The Keidandren, the largest Japanese 
business organization, has now an
nounced a 100-year plan. They are now 
imposing much tougher environmental 
standards on their corporations than 
the ones embodied in U.S. law. Why? 
There are two possibilities. No. 1, it 
could be that the Japanese are just 
plain softheaded about international 
economic competition; or if you do not 
accept that premise, maybe it is be
cause they know something that we do 
not. They say that this is a tremendous 
new business opportunity, and they say 
that in eliminating pollution they find 
new ways to improve productivity and 
efficiency. 

Mr. President, at the United Nations 
this week, President Bush is very close 
to convincing the entire rest of the 
world to sign onto an agreement that 
does virtually nothing; no commit
ments, no targets, no timetables-sim
ply rhetoric. President Bush is good at 
this. He is good at getting on the tele
phone to foreign leaders, and he is good 
at painting the appearance of action 
without actually doing anything. And 
now he is on the verge of convincing 
the other industrial nations that the 
option of actually doing something to 
combat this problem is unacceptable to 
the United States of America. 

In that, I do not think he is speaking 
for the American people, but he is 
enunciating his policy. He has sent the 
message loudly and clearly to all of the 
other industrial nations that no agree
ment will be acceptable to him if it had 
any targets, or any timetables, or any 
commitment to actually do something. 

I have talked with our officials, and I 
asked them: if this treaty is signed and 
ratified by the Senate, could it be pos
sible that this statement put out a 
week ago Friday listing a set of vol
untary measures with an estimate of 
what they might accomplish would sat
isfy the requirements of the treaty? I 
was told, "yes." 

In other words, the language that is 
now about to be adopted will not re
quire us to do a single thing, nor will it 
require other countries to do a single 
thing. Is it better than a catastrophic 
failure at Rio with the world leaving 
there embittered and hostile with an 
aversion· to even reopening negotia
tions? Yes, if the choice is between bad 
and worse, you choose bad. 

Why is there not a third option, a 
good treaty to actually do something? 
There is one reason: President George 
Bush and his utter failure of leadership 
on this question. 

Consequently, Mr. President, I-- will 
be introducing this legislation on 

Thursday to put the U.S. Senate on 
record that our country should sta
bilize greenhouse gas emissions at 1990 
levels by the year 2000, because the ad
ministration has already said we can 
do so with purely voluntary measures 
at a profit. I hope that my colleagues 
on both sides of the aisle will support 
this measure. It is also pending in the 
other body. 

I yield the floor. 

EXTENSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent to extend the 
time for morning business until 10:15. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

TAX EXPENDITURES-HEALTH 
EXCLUSION 

Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President, 
I have come to the floor again today to 
address another aspect of America's 
health care crisis. 

This crisis is affecting the American 
people in many ways. It is radically 
changing the spending priorities of this 
Government and adding daily to the 
deficit. It is eating away at the bottom 
line of every business in America; as 
benefit costs soar, profits drop and so 
does competitiveness. 

And it is eating away at the eco
nomic security of the American family. 
The best off among us are seeing their 
take-home pay eroded by health pre
mium increases; the least fortunate 
live in constant fear a single hos
pitalization will wipe them out. 

As we attack this pervasive and high
ly complex problem, the first thing we 
need to do is sort out what are the 
symptoms and what is the disease. 

In my view, the system is in crisis for 
one fundamental reason: Its costs are 
out of control. Drug costs, hospital 
costs, an,d physicians' costs seem to be 
out of control. The prices that we pay 
to protect ourselves against the finan
cial consequences of these costs are to
tally out of control. We are in a dan
gerous inflationary spiral where each 
increase leads to several others. We are 
on a path that leads to a U.S. medical 
bill by the end of the decade of $2 tril
lion, and that is simply unsustainable. 

Mr. President, last week the Joint 
Committee on Taxation published are
port that provided a rather disturbing 
view of the extent of this problem. 

The joint committee does revenue es
timates for the Finance Committee 
and House Ways and Means Committee. 
Each year, it calculates the cost of 
what are called tax expenditure-these 
are policy decisions made right here; 
we make them when we draw up the 
Tax Code-all of which reduce the 
amount of tax revenue raised from the 
American people. 
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It is the spending which each Amer

ican or American corporation does that 
requires the financial assistance of all 
other Americans. It is the subsidy nec
essary to get each of us to make cer
tain decisions about how we spend our 
earnings on the things that presumably 
we or the Nation needs. 

The way the estimating process goes 
in the committee is that the commit
tee figures out how much the basic ele
ments of the code would raise-that is, 
the Tax Code would raise-if there were 
no deductions or exemptions, and it 
calculates how many taxpayers, cor
porate and individual, took advantage 
of various tax provisions and how much 
extra taxes they would have paid if 
they did not take advantage of them. 

It is a very important process be
cause as far as the deficit is concerned, 
a dollar not raised in the tax system is 
the same as a dollar spent. Unfortu
nately, we tend to pay far less atten
tion to tax expenditures than we do to 
Federal spending, even though they 
have dramatic budgetary and policy 
implications that are very similar. 

The joint committee just released 
tax expenditure estimates for fiscal 
years 1993 to 1997. In the area of health, 
in particular, we discover the largest, 
fastest growing tax expenditure or pub
lic expenditure on health care in this 
country, the exclusion from income for 
employer-provided health care, and the 
estimates are startling. 

Last year, the joint committee pro
jected that the 1993 income tax exclu
sion for employer-provided health in
surance would cost the Treasury $41.3 
billion. In 1994, they projected $45.1 bil
lion. In 1995, $49 billion; in 1996, $53.2 
billion. That reflects a growth rate in 
tax spending for employer-paid health 
insurance of 10 percent a year. 

But those, Mr. President, were last 
year's estimates. The new estimates 
paint a far darker picture. According 
to the joint tax estimate, the 1993 tax 
cost of the tax exclusion will be $46.4 
billion, 12 percent higher than was pro
jected a year ago. For 1994, the exclu
sion will be $51.3 billion; for 1995, al
most $57 billion; and for 1996, $63 bil
lion. 

And in 1997, the exclusion is esti
mated to cost $69.6 billion. That will 
make the employer exclusion for 
health care the No. 1 tax spending in 
the budget. That is more than will be 
spent for pensions, $66 billion; more 
than the cost of the home mortgage in
terest deduction, which is under $60 bil
lion. Imagine that. We forgive more 
taxes for health premiums than we do 
all for all the home mortgage payers in 
America, a surprising figure. 

But, Mr. President, those billions re
flect only the individual income tax 
spending that results from the exclu
sion. They do not take into account 
the FICA tax or the Social Security 
tax savings, nor the savings to the em
ployers from deducting the cost of 

health benefits from their corporate in
come tax. If you add in the FICA exclu
sion the 1993 cost will rise from $46.4 
billion to $75 billion. And if you add in 
the corporate tax deduction, the total 
1993 cost of the health exclusion jumps 
another $57 billion to $132 billion, and 
that is for a single year .. That is more 
than we are going to spend on Medi
care. 

So if you worried about the Medicare 
cost increases and the Medicaid cost 
increases, I suggest you add in a third 
very disturbing figure: $132 billion in 
tax subsidies for employer-provided 
health insurance. It is the cost of the 
tax-paid portion of employers' spending 
on health insurance in 1 year. 

So cost containment it is not. We 
need to face up to the dramatic impact 
that tax-free health benefits have on 
the cost spiral. Any service that is free 
is overused. The same is true for any 
service for which you do not pay the 
full cost. We are giving the system a 
reason and an encouragement to spend 
too much. 

Mr. President, not only are these 
costs unsustainable, but they are fun
damentally inequitable. The lOO-per
cent unlimited exclusion for health in
surance applies only to employees and 
executives of corporations. Self-em
ployed small business operators, farm
ers, and individuals can only deduct 25 
percent of their health insurance costs. 
For the past several years, I have in
troduced legislation that would end 
this inequity, and hopefully with the 
passage of S. 1872, which I introduced 
with Senator BENTSEN, we can abolish 
that particular inequity. 

In addition, the unlimited tax exclu
sion for employer-provided health in
surance fuels the health care cost spi
ral because it insulates individuals 
from the real cost of their health insur
ance. By allowing a 100-percent cor
porate deduction and a 100-percent in
come tax and FICA exclusion, there is 
little incentive to rein in costs or bene
fits. So equal access, it is not. 

The income tax exclusion clearly 
benefits upper income executives more 
than average-paid employees. A person 
in the 15-percent bracket who received 
a $5,000 health plan receives a benefit 
worth $750 in income tax savings. For 
the executive in the 31-percent bracket, 
the value of the income tax savings is 
more than double: $1,550. The more ex
pensive the health plan, the greater the 
tax savings to the high-income person. 

So, Mr. President, the day is not far 
off when the Congress and President 
are going to reach the point where we 
are going to adopt and pass legislation 
to end the massive, unlimited 'tax sub
sidies for America's overinsured. 

We worry about the 33 million, 35 
million, 37 million uninsured. We worry 
about millions of Americans who are 
uninsurable. There is more than 
enough excess in the overinsurance 
paid for by the American taxpayers to 
resolve those inequities. 

The dollar costs associated with this 
exclusion are unsustainable, and it is 
unconscionable to continue to sub
sidize the coverage of the best-off while 
millions have no coverage. 

Yes, we have a crisis on our hands, 
Mr. President. And we start to attack 
it by addressing those factors which 
are driving the cost of health care out 
of the reach of most Americans. This 
report on our tax expenditure on 
health shows us a good place for us to 
start. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

LIEBERMAN). The Chair recognizes the 
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. PRYOR]. 

Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, I thank 
the Chair for recognizing me at this 
time. 

(The remarks of Mr. PRYOR pertain
ing to the introduction of Senate Joint 
Resolution 297 are located in today's 
RECORD under "Statements on Intro
duced Bills and Joint Resolutions.") 

HUMANITARIAN CRISIS IN 
SOMALIA 

Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President, 
a terrible tragedy is occurring in So
malia. Lawlessness, anarchy, and seem
ingly random violence have conspired 
to create what many observers now 
consider the worst humanitarian disas
ter in the world today. 

Conditions for the impoverished peo
ple of Somalia are very difficult under 
normal circumstances. With rival 
bands of roving gunmen now control
ling parts of the capital Mogadishu and 
others simply shooting up the city, So
malis are faced with the daily des
perate search for fdod and safety. 

As the struggle for control and influ
ence persists virtually unabated, rival 
factions debase themselves with the 
contemptible practice of using food as 
a weapon, not only against their rivals, 
but against innocent noncombatants
men, women, children, the elderly and 
infirmed. 

Food is withheld from areas, groups, 
and individuals in order to exert influ
ence, to extract concessions, and trag
ically, to inflict pain. Thus far, the 
international community's consider
able effort to provide humanitarian re
lief has been thwarted. 

Now, in what the Washington Post 
recently described as a desperate expe
dient, the Red Cross and UNICEF have 
resorted to paying off rival gunmen 
with food in order to secure permission 
for the groups to bring food to a popu
lation that is dying of starvation at 
alarming rates. 

It is sad and shocking that the inter
national community must resort to 
such means in order to get relief to 
those in desperate need. It is a bold and 
uncertain strategy, but a necessary 
one. Sadly, there appear to be few 
other plausible options at this point if 
we are to avoid a human tragedy of un
told proportions. 
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Mr. President, I would urge our col

leagues to remain attentive to the hor
rible situation playing out in Somalia. 
We should support the efforts of the 
Red Cross and UNICEF to get food to 
those in dire need, even it that requires 
buying off rival gunmen. It is, indeed, a 
risky strategy that has virtually no 
precedents. But the contemptible use 
of food as a weapon of war or the scale 
and in the manner occurring in Soma
lia is also virtually without precedent. 

I commend my friend and colleague, 
Representative TONY HALL, for his tire
less efforts to persuade the conflicted 
countries of this region to ensure ade
quate relief supplies reach the people 
most in need. He has led efforts to es
tablish so-called arms control agree
ments pertaining to the weapon of 
food. It is an uphill battle. Representa
tive HALL and others who have joined 
him deserve our support and encour
agement. 

Mr. President, before concluding, I 
ask unanimous consent to insert in the 
RECORD at the conclusion of my re
marks an editorial from the Washing
ton Post on the tragedy of Somalia. 

There being no objection, the edi
torial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Washington Post, May 2, 1992] 
HORN OF MISERY 

The relief agencies are having to resort to 
a desperate expedient in Somalia. There in 
the Horn of Africa the International Com
mittee of the Red Cross and UNICEF, the 
children's agency, are paying off gunmen
rival gunmen-in kind in order to secure 
their permission for the groups to bring in 
food for starving people. Perhaps there is al
ways some sort of implicit potential of ex
tortion in war-zone relief operations, but it 
is particularly open and shocking in Soma
lia. The best that can be said is that it is a 
tactic improvised in the absence of any local 
authority or outside intervention force capa
ble of seeing to the fair and expeditious de
livery of vital supplies. 

Rep. Tony Hall, chairman of the House se
lect committee on hunger, observes that the 
Horn as a region has become uniquely associ
ated with the use of food as a weapon. It is 
a sad distinction. Mr. Hall contributed to a 
recent effort to induce Sudan, Ethiopia, 
Kenya and Djibouti to ensure the provision 
of relief in conflict situations. This was 
billed as a first international "arms control" 
agreement centering on the "weapon" of 
food. No sooner had these African nations 
taken a broad pledge not to use food as an 
instrument of war, however, than a new Su
danese government offensive forced the U.N. 
to suspend its feeding of a million or more 
people in southern Sudan. 

In the past 10 or 15 years the relief agen
cies and contributing governments have been 
called on for almost continuous surges of 
service in the war- and drought-induced fam
ines of the Horn and of other points in sub
Saharan and southern Africa. It has been an 
uphill battle to keep the international public 
engaged in this essential but seemingly end
less work. The combatants' use of starvation 
as a tactic in civil conflict-against their 
own citizens-has been especially dismaying 
and has prompted efforts to establish a 
"right to food." 

Naturally this initiative comes more eas
ily to donors and others who do not have 

much of an interest in the political outcome 
of a given dispute than to the participants in 
it. It is the mark of civilization, however, to 
put limits on the most terrifying weapons of 
war and especially on those that bear heav
ily on noncombatants. The deliberate starv
ing and killing of masses of civilians have no 
justification whatever. Governments or in
surgent factions that do this kind of thing 
deserve contempt. 

IRRESPONSIBLE CONGRESS? HERE 
IS TODAY'S BOXSCORE 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, the Fed
eral debt run up by the U.S. Congress 
stood at $3,877,530,244,106.22, as of the 
close of business on Friday, May 1, 
1992. 

As anybody familiar with the U.S. 
Constitution knows, no President can 
spend a dime that has not first been 
authorized and appropriated by the 
Congress of the United States. 

During the past fiscal year, it cost 
the American taxpayers $286,022,000,000 
just to pay the interest on spending ap
proved by Congress-over and above 
what the Federal Government col
lected in taxes and other income. Aver
aged out, this amounts to $5.5 billion 
every week, or $785 million every day. 

On a per capita basis, every man, 
woman and child owes $15,095.95-
thanks to the big-spenders in Congress 
for the past half century. Paying the 
interest on this massive debt, averaged 
out, amounts to $1,127.85 per year for 
each man, woman, and child in Amer
ica-or, to look at it another way, for 
each family of four, the tab-to pay the 
interest alone- comes to $4,511.40 per 
year. 

What would America be like today if 
there had been a Congress that had the 
courage and the integrity to operate on 
a balanced budget? 

TRIBUTE TO DARWIN SCHENDEL 
Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I rise 

today to pay tribute to Darwin 
Schendel of Oakdale, WI. Mr. Schendel 
is retiring this Friday as the general 
manager of the Oakdale Electric Coop
erative, a member-owned organization 
which he has served over the past 33 
years. Mr. Schendel is in Washington 
this week representing the Wisconsin 
Electrical Cooperative Association, 
and at this time I would like to take a 
moment to highlight the rich contribu
tions that Mr. Schendel has made to 
his cooperative and to his community. 

Mr. Schendel was born and raised in 
Monroe County, WI. After graduating 
from high school in 1948 he farmed for 
a year, then worked for 3 years as a 
mechanic for the Ford Motor Co. 

In 1959, Mr. Schendel went to work 
for the Oakdale Electric Cooperative, 
where he has been employed ever since. 
He started as an appliance repairman, 
but over the years he has risen consid
erably within the cooperative. He 
served as appliance foreman, staff as-

sistant, and assistant manager, and in 
1980, he became general manager of the 
cooperative. 

Mr. Schendel has served his commu
nity in many capacities. He is vice 
president and secretary of the Monroe 
County Agricultural Society, a board 
member of the Wisconsin Association 
of Fairs, a member of the Farmers & 
Merchants Bank board of directors, and 
chairman of the . Monroe County Hous
ing Authority Board. He has also 
served as fire chief of the Oakdale Fire 
Department, on the advisory board for 
the area vocational schools, and as a 
board member of St. Michael's Catholic 
Church. 

Mr. Schendel and his wife Rosella 
have three daughters, Dianna, Sandra, 
and Sue, and three grandchildren. I 
join his family, his friends, and his col
leagues in the Wisconsin Electrical Co
operative Association in wishing Mr. 
Schendel the happy retirement that he 
so richly deserves. 

PROTECTIONISM-THE 
OF MARKETS IN 
WORLD ORDER 

SCOURGE 
THE NEW 

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, last 
month Leo Melamed, chairman emeri
tus of the Chicago Mercantile Ex
change [CME], spoke at the Fourth An
nual International Finance Symposium 
in Tokyo/ His speech, entitled "Protec
tionism-The Scourge of Markets in 
the New World Order," is one of the 
finest I have read on the subject of 
international trade and competitive
ness. 

Having pioneered the concept of fi
nancial futures, launched foreign cur
rency futures and created the Inter
national Monetary Market in the 
1970's, Leo Melamed transformed the 
CME from a secondary domestic agri
cultural exchange to the world's fore
most financial futures exchange. In the 
1980's, Leo Melamed instituted a global 
trading link between the CME and 
other financial exchanges by introduc
ing GLOBEX, an electronic after-hours 
trading system which, beginning in 
1992, became the unified electronic 
trading system for the Chicago Board 
of Trade and the CME. 

Leo Melamed's expertise on inter
national trade is abundantly dem
onstrated in his incisive analysis of the 
current international economic order. I 
commend his clear thinking to my col
leagues as the trade debate continues 
on this floor and throughout the coun
try. 

There being no objection, the speech 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
PROTECTIONISM-THE SCOURGE OF MARKETS IN 

THE NEW WORLD ORDER 

(By Leo Melamed) 
(Presented at the Chicago Mercantile Ex

change and Chicago Board of Trade Fourth 
Annual International Finance Symposium, 
Tokyo, Japan, Apr. 8, 1992) 
It represents a paradox of unimaginable 

proportion. At the very moment in history 
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when the triumph of free markets is nearly 
global-at the very moment in history when 
market-driven economic order is embraced 
in such unlikely places as Moscow, Sofia, 
and Prague-at the very moment in history 
when the Communist world has discarded the 
manifesto of Karl Marx in favor of the prin
ciples of Adam Smith- at this same moment 
in human history, some of the staunchest 
champions of a liberal world economy, free 
trade, and uninhibited competition have sud
denly developed a severe case of second 
thoughts. 

Even as the bust of Lenin unceremoniously 
disappears from every pedestal in the Com
munist world, even as endless teams of 
economists from Eastern Europe travel to 
America to study market-driven economic 
order, even as central planning becomes a 
ridiculed concept throughout the former So
viet Union, some within the bastions of free 
market economics in the United States and 
Europe are talking of industrial policies, 
protectionism, and tariffs. The philosophical 
incongruity of this phenomenon is difficult 
to comprehend. It would be comical were it 
not so tragic. 

What happened? Have we lost our faith? 
Our nerve? Or have we simply lost our mem
ory and are condemned, as Santayana sug
gested, to repeat past mistakes? 

Surely our memory cannot be so short that 
we have forgotten Senator Reed Smoot of 
Utah and Congressman Willis Hawley of Or
egon who together devised the so-called 
Smoot-Hawley Tariff Act of 1930, the Act 
that resulted in a trade war and according to 
most economists helped plunge the world 
into the great depression of that era. 

Those who suddenly again question our lib
eral global economic philosophy suggest that 
the U.S. has been duped in a world that does 
not operate according to classic economic 
principles. That we are naive fools in a cut
throat competitive ·world that has few rules 
and that is ruthlessly unfair to nice guys. No 
question some of this has the ring of truth. 
There exist areas of unfair global competi
tion. There exists a network of protected in
dustries that take advantage of American 
good will. But there is nothing new about 
that, nor is the U.S. itself free from unfair 
trade practices. While we must be unrelent
ing in our efforts to erase such sins, they are 
meaningless in the sum total of our success
ful global course over the last half century. 
What has brought the protectionist voices to 
the fore has been the special economic cir
cumstances of current vintage-principally 
the long and difficult American recession. It 
has created an emotional environment, one 
based on fear and distrust; it has created an 
atmosphere fertile for sophistry and dema
gogues. 

Specifically, anti-liberal economic theo
rists advance two major myths to support 
their views: that protectionism is justified 
by U.S. trade imbalances and that protec
tionism saves jobs. Both myths are false. 
They have again come into fashion, as Dan
iel Oliver the former Chairman of the U.S. 
Federal Trade Commission observed a few 
years ago, by virtue of special interests in 
America; i.e., some industries adversely af
fected by foreign competition have invented 
a national problem in order to advance their 
own self interests. 

That protectionism will create jobs is a 
claim that Herbert Stein, the American En
terprise Institute scholar, has characterized 
as "best selling fiction." While it is true that 
a protectionist policy will create jobs in the 
particular industry being protected, it is 
equally true that it will have a devastating 

effect and cost jobs in the economy as a 
whole. By saving jobs through trade protec
tionism in (say) the machine tool industry or 
the computer chip industry, it will be at the 
expense of jobs in manufacturing or jobs in 
electronics. Because when a foreign country 
cannot export its products to the protected 
country, it has less money to spend on im
ports from the protected country. The pro
tected country will thus lose some other ex
port market that will force some other cor
ner of its industry to reduce its labor force. 
As Mil ton Friedman told us in Free to 
Choose, "The gains to some producers from 
tariffs and other restrictions are more than 
offset by the loss to other producers and es
pecially to consumers in general. " 1 

Similarly, the myth about the U.S. trade 
deficit negatively affecting the U.S . econ
omy is simplistic and equally untrue. As 
should be obvious but is often misunder
stood, a trade deficit (the so-called current 
account deficit) is not something that is 
good or bad per se. It is merely the counter
part to a capital account surplus. Exports 
are not by themselves good nor are imports 
bad. A favorable balance of trade basically 
means exporting more than we import; i.e. , 
shipping goods abroad of greater total value 
than the goods we get from abroad. In other 
words, sending more than we receive. If the 
reverse occurs-when we receive more than 
we send- strange as it may seem, it creates 
an unfavorable balance of trade. 

During the 1970s, for instance, the U.S. had 
a trade surplus and a deficit in the capital 
account, partly because of large U.S. invest
ment overseas. Was that good? In the 1980s, 
the U.S. began running a surplus in its cap
ital account; the favorable climate for in
vestment in the U.S. was causing an influx of 
foreign capital. This was used to partially fi
nance a major retooling of American produc
tion capacity. Is this bad? If the rest of the 
world is to invest-on net-in the U.S., the 
U.S. will necessarily run a trade deficit. As 
most economists and scholars will tell you 
this is neither good nor bad. Nor does the 
trade deficit take away jobs as protectionist 
rhetoric in guise of national concern will at
tempt to tell us. For instance, during the 
1980s, even as our trade deficit continued to 
mount to record levels, the United States 
continued to prodU()e new jobs at a very high 
rate. 

As everyone in Japan is aware, the brunt of 
the current protectionism attack has been 
directed at this country. Japan's economic 
miracle of the past several decades has made 
the rest of the world envious. Thus, the tap
estry of free trade is shamelessly being 
rewoven into something called fair trade a 
buzz word for protectionism; an America
first syndrome, the equivalent to a fortress
Europe mentality, is disgracefully trampling 
on the sacred precepts of global competition; 
the time-honored principles of a market
driven economy are outrageously attacked 
in favor of short-term solutions, political ex
pediency, and emotional rhetoric. Japan has 
become the whipping boy for the world's eco
nomic problems. 

Does anyone care to listen to the truth. 
For instance, although the U.S. 43 billion 
trade deficit with Japan is blamed for the 
American recession, in truth its impact on 
the American economy is relatively small
equal to 2 day's worth of U.S. output. Ex
cluding autos, the U.S. deficit with Japan is 
not much more than it is with China. In fact, 
the U.S. total trade deficit---S6.2 billion in 
1991-fell below the 100 billion mark for the 

1 Milton and Rose Friedman, Fl'ee to Choose (1980). 

first time in 8 years. At the same time, U.S. 
exports surged to a record 422 billion and the 
U.S. captured a greater share of worldwide 
manufactured exports than Japan. Indeed, 
the U.S. exports more to Japan than it does 
to Germany, France, and Italy combined. 
Conversely, Japan imports more per capita 
from America and at a higher percentage of 
its gross national product than the U.S. im
ports from Japan.2 In truth, the U.S. export 
picture has been the one bright spot in the 
American economy; if a recession or an eco
nomic slowdown is occasioned by U.S. trad
ing partners or if protectionism has its way, 
the American economy will be hit even hard
er. 

However, the rationale for protectionism 
and tariffs is unencumbered by the truth; it 
is built upon false assumptions, inaccurate 
impressions, and demagogic sentiments. For 
instance, Japan is said to be an unfair trad
er. This is an erroneous accusation. While 
Japan is not without guilt, it is on the whole 
no different than other industrial countries. 
In fact, on average, Japan trade barriers are 
lower than other industrial nations. Its aver
age tariff for industrial products is 2.6%
compared with 3% for America-and its non
tariff barriers, such as quotas and licenses, 
are similar to those in America.a 

These facts are not well understood or pub
licized in the United States, nor are they suf
ficient to offset the frustrations resulting 
from our long and deep recession, unemploy
ment in excess of 7%, and an ongoing U.S. 
election process. This combination of cir
cumstances has created a climate ideal for 
those motivated by self-interests. Indeed, 
sophistry and demagogic polemics are very 
effective tools in times of economic stress, 
especially in a political year. Take the 
American auto industry as an example. 
Some of their executives would have us be
lieve that the problems occasioned by their 
industry are not caused by competitive value 
comparisons on the part of U.S. consumers, 
but are the result of a Japanese government 
plot, one that has caused the current U.S. 
trade deficit. Consequently, the problem, 
they argue, is of national concern. 

Of course there is nothing new about the 
use of such sophistry by merchants and man
ufacturers to advance their own special pur
poses in the guise of a national necessity. 
Sophistry in commerce has been applied 
throughout the ages. It was best described by 
Adam Smith in 1776, in The Wealth of Na-
tions: . 

In every country, it always is and must be 
the interest of the great body of the people 
to buy whatever they want of those who sell 
it cheapest. The proposition is so very mani
fest, that it seems ridiculous to take any 
pains to prove it; nor it could it ever have 
been called in question had not the inter
ested sophistry of merchants and manufac
turers confounded the common sense of man
kind. Their interest is, in this respect, di
rectly opposite to that of the great body of 
the people.4 

As Milton Friedman will tell you, "These 
words are as true today as they were then." 
It is always in the best interests of the vast 
majority of the people to buy from the 
cheapest source and sell to the dearest.5 Yet, 
sophistry, motivated by special interests, 
will attempt to tell you that this is not the 
case and that there are national priorities at 
stake. The national priorities just happen to 
coincide with the special interests of the 

2u.s. News & World Report, Mawh 12, 1992. 
3The Economist, Janual'y 11, 1992; World Bank. 
4Adam Smith, The Wealth of Nations (1776). 
s Free to Choose. 
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merchants and manufacturers Adam Smith 
wrote about. 

Nor is protectionism, sophistry and dema
gogic polemics exclusive to the United 
States or Europe. Such endeavors know no 
geographic boundaries. Here in Japan, the 
same or similar political expediencies, senti
ments and actions are exercised covering a 
wide range of commercial enterprises includ
ing protecting domestic industries at the ex
pense of international trade, exclusive ar
rangements among Japanese companies, 
keiretsu transactions, and even the blaming 
of the futures index market in Osaka for fall
ing stock prices in Tokyo. Such actions are 
the cause of the unwarranted image Japan 
has earned. For instance, the proposed Japa
nese restrictions on derivative trading ac
tivities can be assessed by financial markets 
as an attempt to punish the profitability of 
foreign brokers-primarily U.S. institutions. 
Is this other than protectionism? Is it not 
sophistry to suggest that such measures will 
correct the perceived problems in Japanese 
markets? Similarly, when a Japanese official 
recently stated that American workers are 
"lazy and illiterate," his words were not 
only a disservice to the cause of free trade, 
they were blatantly false. 

While Japanese do have more working 
hours than AmericanS--225 hours per year 
more than U.S. workers-American workers 
rank second in the number of work hours of 
any nation in the industrialized world. 
Americans work about 320 hours more per 
year than workers in Germany or France. In
deed, working hours in the U.S. have in
creased substantially over the past twenty 
years. From the end of the 1960s to the 
present, Americans' work hours have in
creased by about 160 hours (or nearly one 
month per year). This is true for women as 
well as men.e 

Similarly, it is a fallacy that the produc
tivity of American workers has fallen. The 
level of productivity of the U.S. worker has 
more than doubled since 1948. And as for lei
sure time, American and Japanese workers 
on average receive the same 10 days vacation 
time-well behind the thirty days of vaca
tion for Swedish or Austrian workers, or the 
twenty-five days in France, or the twenty
two days in the U.K., Switzerland and Spain, 
or the eighteen days in Germany.7 

And while the negative comments about 
American workers were probably made for 
domestic rather than foreign consumption
possibly to forestall the growing pressure 
from Japanese laborers to reduce working 
hours (just as many of our negative com
ments about Japan are made for domestic 
U.S. consumption)-they nevertheless can 
cause serious difficulties for the relations of 
our two nations. It therefore behooves public 
officials on both sides of the Pacific to bear 
this in mind. That particularly during times 
of recessions-as the U.S. has endured, as 
most of Europe is experiencing, and as may 
yet be felt here in Japan-it is imperative 
that the voices of our public officials be less 
shrill and that they not unwittingly lend 
ammunition to those who have a special pro
tectionist agenda. 

For we know that protectionism has popu
lar appeal. We know that in times of eco
nomic strain protectionism can gain a fol
lowing. But we also know that protectionism 
is the scourge of markets everywhere. We 
know its consequences are devastating and 
ubiquitous. Dare we allow the near global 
triumph achieved by free markets in recent 

8 Newsweek, February 17, 1992. 
7 1bld. 

years be diminished? Dare we endanger the 
new world order we have fought so long and 
valiantly to achieve? Dare we allow the pro
tectionists of the 1990s to lead us down the 
Smoot-Hawley path of the 1930s? Sophistry 
and demagogic polemics can snatch for us 
defeat from the jaws of victory. We, of free 
markets, must not allow this to transpire. 

Thank you. 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Morning 
business is closed. 

The Chair recognizes the distin
guished President pro tempore of the 
Senate, the Senator from West Vir
ginia, [Mr. BYRD]. 

RESCISSION OF CERTAIN BUDGET 
AUTHORITY 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 
the Chair. Mr. President, I offer a privi
leged motion. I move that the Senate 
proceed to consideration of S. 2403. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on the motion. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report. 
The assistant legislative clerk read 

as follows: 
A bill (S. 2403) to rescind certain budget 

authority proposed to be rescinded in special 
messages transmitted to the Congress by the 
President on March 20, 1992, in accordance 
with title X of the Congressional Budget and 
Impoundment Control Act of 1974, as amend
ed. 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill, which had been reported from the 
Committee on Appropriations, with an 
amendment to strike all after the en
acting clause and inserting in lieu 
thereof the following: 
That the following rescissions of budget author
ity are made, namely: 

TITLE I 
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT REVOLVING FUND 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds available under this head, 
$9,200,000 are rescinded. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-172, and proposed for re
scission in R92-3, $38,800,000 are rescinded; of 
which $22,000,000 

1

was made available for the 
grant to the Silver Valley Unified School Dis
trict, Yermo , California; and $10,000,000 was 
made available for the grant to the Cumberland 
County School Board , Fayetteville, North Caro
lina; in addition, of the funds made available 
under this heading in Public Law 102-172, 
$139,989,000 are rescinded. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102- 172, and proposed for re
scission in R92-4, $1,000,000 are rescinded for the 

Fenwick Pier Demonstration Project; in addi
tion, of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-172, $152,182,000 are 
rescinded, of which $400,000 is from funds for 
the renovation of the Vice President's residence. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR FORCE 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102- 172, $156,650,000 are re
scinded. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, DEFENSE 
AGENCIES 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-172, and proposed for re
scission in· R92-7, $600,000 made available for 
two Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder Treatment 
Centers, one to be located in the State of Ha
waii, and one to be located in Greensburg, 
Pennsylvania, for the purpose of treating mili
tary personnel, dependents, and other personnel 
in post-traumatic stress disorders is rescinded; 
in addition, of the funds made available under 
this heading in Public Law 102- 172, $226,721 ,000 
are rescinded, of which $5,400,000 is from sup
port of White House communications. 

PROCUREMENT 

PROCUREMENT OF WEAPONS AND TRACKED 
COMBAT VEHICLES, ARMY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-172, and proposed for re
scission in R92- 9, $50,000,000 are rescinded. 

AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, NAVY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-172, and proposed for re
scission in R92-11, $40,000,000 are rescinded from 
the AV-BB program; in addition, of the funds 
made available under this heading in Public 
Law 102-172, $103,000,000 are rescinded reducing 
funds allocated for the SH-2G program. 

SHIPBUILDING AND CONVERSION, NAVY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
subdivision "AOE combat support ship pro
gram" in Public Law 102-172, $500,000,000 are 
rescinded. 

OTHER PROCUREMENT, NAVY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-172, and proposed for re
scission in R92-14, $29,300,000 are rescinded; in 
addition, of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-172, $41,000,000 are 
rescinded of which $29,000,000 is from firefight
ing equipment and $12,000,000 is from ship sys
tems trainers. 

PROCUREMENT, DEFENSE AGENCIES 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-172, and proposed for re
scission in R92-16, $42,000,000 are rescinded. 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND 
EVALUATION 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND 
EVALUATION, ARMY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-172, and proposed for re
scission in R92-18, $18,600,000 are rescinded from 
funds for the multipurpose individual munition 
and the High Mobility Multipurpose Wheeled 
Vehicle program; in addition, of the funds made 
available under this heading in Public Law 102-
172, $28,000,000 are rescinded from funds to be 
used for Aircraft Propulsion and the classified 
program "Tractor Pull". 
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RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND 

EVALUATION, NAVY 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-172, and proposed tor re
scission in R92-19, $14,000,000 are rescinded, of 
which $10,000,000 was made available for the 
Submarine Laser Communications project and 
$4,000,000 was allocated tor the LAMPS MK III 
program; in addition, of the funds made avail
able under this heading in Public Law 102-172, 
$6,100,000 are rescinded from funds tor the Ship 
Towed Array program. 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND 
EVALUATION, AIR FORCE 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the funds made available under this head

ing in Public Law 102-172, and proposed tor re
scission in R92-20, $32,000,000 are rescinded for 
the Follow-on Tactical Reconnaissance pro
gram; in addition, of the funds made available 
under this heading in Public Law 102-172, 
$38,500,000 are rescinded from the F-15E and F-
16 squadrons programs. 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND 
EVALUATION, DEFENSE AGENCIES 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the funds made available under this head

ing in Public Law 102-172, and proposed for re
scission in R92-21, $15,000,000 are rescinded from 
the Low-low Frequency Active Technology pro
gram. 

REVOLVING AND MANAGEMENT FUNDS 
PENTAGON RESERVATION MAINTENANCE 

REVOLVING FUND 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds available under this heading, 
$60,000,000 are rescinded. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 
MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, ARMY 

(RESCISSIONS) 
Of the funds made available under this head

ing in Public Law 101-519, $5,000,000 are re
scinded. 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-136, R92-22, $9,050,000 are 
rescinded. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, NAVY 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-136, R92-23, $12,000,000 
are rescinded. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, AIR FORCE 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 101-148, $3,320,000 are re
scinded. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, DEFENSE AGENCIES 
(RESCISSIONS) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 100-447, $500,000 are re
scinded. Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 101-519, $15,100,000 are 
rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-136, R92- 25, $9,000,000 are 
rescinded. 

NORTH ATLANTIC TREATY ORGANIZATION 
INFRASTRUCTURE 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the funds made available under this head

ing in Public Law 102-136, $68,200,000 are re
scinded. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, ARMY NATIONAL 
GUARD 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the funds made available under this head

ing in Public Law 102-136, R92-26, $2,772,000 are 
rescinded. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, AIR NATIONAL GUARD 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-136, R92-27, $306,000 are 
rescinded. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, NAVAL RESERVE 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-136, R92-29, $10,900,000 
are rescinded. 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 
VOCATIONAL AND ADULT EDUCATION 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the funds available under this heading in 

Public Law 102-170, for Title IV of the Carl D. 
Perkins Vocational and Applied Technology 
Education Act, $2,000,000 for choice demonstra
tions are rescinded. 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN 
SERVICES 

PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds appropriated to carry out the 
Public Health Service Act, the Mental Health 
Systems Act, the Act of August 5, 1954 (Public 
Law 568, Eighty-third Congress), or the Act of 
August 16, 1957 (Public Law 85-151) and made 
available tor evaluation pursuant to section 2711 
of the Public Health Service Act but remaining 
unobligated on the date of enactment of this 
Act, $15,000,000 are rescinded. 

HEALTH CARE FINANCING ADMINISTRATION 
PROGRAM MANAGEMENT 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the funds available under this heading in 

Public Law 102-170, $8,000,000 are rescinded: 
Provided, That no more than $249,000,000 of 
such appropriation may be expended to meet 
unanticipated costs of agencies of organizations 
with which agreements have been made to par
ticipate in the administration of title XVIII of 
the Social Security Act. 

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT 

HOUSING PROGRAMS 
ANNUAL CONTRIBUTIONS FOR ASSISTED HOUSING 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the amounts made available under this 

heading in Public Law 102-139, $50,000,000 tor 
section 8 contract amendments are rescinded. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 

URBAN PARK AND RECREATION FUND 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds available under this heading in 
Public Law 102- 154, $4,937,000 are rescinded. 

BUREAU OF MINES 
MINES AND MINERALS 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the funds available under this heading in 

Public Law 102-154, $987,000 are rescinded. 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

ADMINISTRATION OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS 
ACQUISITION AND MAINTENANCE OF BUILDINGS 

ABROAD 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds available under this head tor the 
site development and construction of the United 
States Embassy building in Kuwait, $12,248,000 
are rescinded. 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
URBAN MASS TRANSPORTATION ADMINISTRATION 

RESEARCH, TRAINING AND HUMAN RESOURCES 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the funds made available under this head

ing in Public Law 102-143, $9,880,000 are re
scinded. 

MULTILATERAL ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE 
FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT 
INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS 
CONTRIBUTION TO THE INTERNATIONAL 

DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATION 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 101-513, $32,500,000 are re
scinded. 

INTER-AMERICAN INVESTMENT CORPORATION 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-145, as amended, 
$4,000,000 are rescinded. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS AND PROGRAMS 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the funds made available under this head

ing in Public Law 101-513, $100,000 are re
scinded. 

BILATERAL ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE 
FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT 

AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT 
OPERATING EXPENSES OF THE AGENCY FOR 

INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-145, as amended, $64,054 
are rescinded. 

INTERNATIONAL FUND FOR IRELAND 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 101-513 and prior Acts mak
ing appropriations tor foreign operations, export 
financing, and related programs, $10,000,000 are 
rescinded. 

MULTILATERAL ASSISTANCE INITIATIVE FOR THE 
PHILIPPINES 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-145, as amended, 
$20,000,000 are rescinded. 

DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE; ECONOMIC SUPPORT 
FUND 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the unexpended balances of funds (includ

ing earmarked funds) made available in Public 
Law 98-473, Public Law 99-88 and prior Acts 
making appropriations for foreign assistance 
and related programs to carry out the provisions 
of chapter 1 of part I and chapter 4 of part II 
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as amend
ed, $30,000,000 are rescinded: Provided, That 
this rescission shall be made from funds 
deobligated but continued available by section 
515 of Public Law 101-513, and the correspond
ing authority provided in Public Law 102-145, 
as amended. 

MILITARY ASSISTANCE 
FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT 
INTERNATIONAL MILITARY EDUCATION AND 

TRAINING 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-145, as amended, 
$1,925,000 are rescinded: Provided , That the 
amount of funds made available under this 
heading that may be obligated for entertainment 
allowances is decreased by $25,000. 

FOREIGN MILITARY FINANCING PROGRAM 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the funds made available under this head

ing in Public Law 102-145, as amended, 
$39,015,000 are rescinded: Provided, That the 
amount of funds made available under this 
heading that may be obligated for the general 
costs of administering military assistance and 
sales is decreased by $15,000. 
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DEOBLIGATIONIREOBLIGATION AUTHORITY 

Notwithstanding section 515(b) of Public Law 
101-513, and the corresponding authority pro
vided in Public Law 102-145 as amended, no 
Foreign Military Financing Program funds may 
be reobligated pursuant to such authority from 
the date of enactment of this Act through Sep
tember 30, 1992. 

SPECIAL DEFENSE ACQUISITION FUND 
(LIMITATION ON OBLIGATIONS) 

The limitation under this heading in Public 
Law 102-145, as amended, is decreased by 
$40,000,000. 

MILITARY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the unexpended balances of funds made 
available to carry out the provisions of chapter 
2 of part II of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961, $6,750,000 are rescinded. 

Of the funds made available to carry out sec
tion 503(a)(3) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961 that have been disbursed into the Foreign 
Military Sales Trust Fund, $5,760,000 may not 
be disbursed for any purpose and shall be depos
ited into the miscellaneous receipts of the Treas
ury. 

SENATE 
CONTINGENT EXPENSES OF THE SENATE 

OFFICIAL MAIL COSTS 
(RESCISSION) 

0! the total funds appropriated under the 
heading "OFFICIAL MAIL COSTS" under the 
heading "CONTINGENT EXPENSES OF THE SEN
ATE" under the heading "SENATE" in any ap
propriations Act of joint resolution making ap
propriations available to the Senate for fiscal 
years 1991 and 1992 and which (but tor the pro
visions of this paragraph) would remain avail
able until expended, of the balances remaining 
unobligated, $20,000,000 are rescinded. 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 
(INCLUDING RESCISSIONS) 

SEC. 101. In addition to amounts rescinded 
elsewhere in this Act, of the funds made avail
able in Public Law 102-172, $105,900,000 are re
scinded of which not less than $10,000,000 was 
made available as a grant to the Louisiana 
State University for the Neuroscience Center of 
Excellence; $10,000,000 was made available as a 
grant to Marywood College, Pennsylvania, for 
laboratory and other efforts associated with re
search, development and other programs of 
major importance to the Department of Defense; 
$6,000,000 was made available tor a grant to the 
University of Texas at Austin; $6,000,000 was 
made available for a grant to the Northeastern 
University; $5,000,000 was made available for a 
grant to the Texas Regional Institute tor Envi
ronmental Studies; $7,700,000 was made avail
able as a grant to the Kansas State University; 
$1,600,000 was made available tor a grant to the 
University of Wisconsin; $29,000,000 was made 
available tor a grant to the Boston University; 
$250,000 was made available tor a grant to the 
Medical College of Ohio; $500,000 was made 
available tor a grant to the University of South 
Carolina; $750,000 was made available for a 
grant to George Mason University; $2,300,000 
was made available as a grant to the Monmouth 
College; $10,000,000 was made available as a 
grant to the University of Minnesota; $500,000 
was made available as a grant to the University 
of Saint Thomas in Saint Paul, Minnesota; 
$2,000,000 was made available as a grant to the 
Brandeis University; $3,000,000 was made avail
able as a grant to the New Mexico State Univer
sity; anq under the heading "Research and De
velopment, Test and Evaluation, Defense Agen
cies" $1,300,000 was for the Oregon Graduate In
stitute and $10,000,000 was for the Institute for 
Advanced Science and Technology. 

SEC. 102. In addition to amounts rescinded 
elsewhere in this Act, of the funds made avail-

able in Public Law 102-172, $11,350,000 are re
scinded of which $4,000,000 was made available 
tor a grant to the Airborne and Special Oper
ations Museum Foundation; $4,000,000 was 
made available tor the National D-Day Museum 
Foundation; $1,600,000 was made available for 
the Museum of Science and Industry; and, 
under the heading "Operations and Mainte
nance, Navy" $1,750 ,000 was available tor the 
Naval Undersea Museum as provided for in sec
tion 8115 of Public Law 102-172: Provided, That 
none of the funds available to the Department 
of Defense shall be obligated to subsidize, pro
vide assistance-in-kind, or otherwise offset the 
costs of any military museum. 

SEC. 103. Funds available to the Department 
of Defense which were proposed for rescission 
by the President tor programs listed in the jus
tifications of the rescission message of March 10, 
1992, and which are not specifically rescinded 
by this Act, shall be made available tor obliga
tion tor the same programs, projects and activi
ties as listed in the message of March 10, 1992. 

TITLE II 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

OFFICE OF PUBLIC AFFAIRS 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 192-142, $62,000 for travel are 
rescinded. 

NATIONAL AGRICULTURAL STATISTICS SERVICE 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 192-142, $2,000,000 for the pes
ticide data program are rescinded. 

COOPERATIVE STATE RESEARCH SERVICE 
BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES 

(RESCISSIONS) 
Of the funds made available under this head

ing in Public Law 102-142, R92-38, $500,000 tor 
facilities completion in North Dakota are re
scinded. 

SPECIAL RESEARCH GRANTS 
(RESCISSIONS) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 1()2-142, R92-44, $750,000 for 
Appalachian hardwoods in West Virginia are 
rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-142, R92-49, $49,000 tor 
integrated orchard management in Vermont are 
rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-142, R92-52, $120,000 tor 
animal waste disposal in Michigan are re
scinded. 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-142, R92- 53, $134,000 for 
a mechanical tomato harvester in Pennsylvania 
are rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-142, R92-56, $200,000 for 
oil from jojoba in New Mexico are rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-142, R92- 58, $50,000 for 
seedless table grapes in Arkansas are rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-142, R92-SO, $140,000 tor 
swine research in Minnesota are rescinded. 

AGRICULTURAL MARKETING SERVICE 
MARKETING SERVICES 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the funds made available under this head

ing in Public Law 102-142, $3,000,000 for the pes
ticide data program are rescinded. 

FARMERS HOME ADMINISTRATION 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the funds made available under this head

ing in Public Law 102-142, $6,031,000 for travel 
are rescinded. 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN 
SERVICES 

NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF HEALTH 
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF DENTAL RESEARCH 

(RESCISSION) 
From amounts previously appropriated, 

$367,000 are hereby rescinded. 
DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN 

DEVELOPMENT 
HOUSING PROGRAMS 

ANNUAL CONTRIBUTIONS FOR ASSISTED HOUSING 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the amounts made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, $693,000,000 for 
section 8 contract amendments are rescinded. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 

CONSTRUCTION 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-154, R92-<J8, $5,897,000 are 
rescinded. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
FOREST SERVICE 

STATE AND PRIVATE FORESTRY 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds available under this heading in 
Public Law 102-154, $19,000,000 are rescinded. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS-CIVIL 

CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in title I of Public Law 102-104, R92-91, 
$3,000,000 are rescinded: Provided, That the lan
guage of title I of Public Law 102- 104 directing 
the Secretary of the Army, acting through the 
Chief of Engineers, to undertake in fiscal year 
1992., the Red River Basin Chloride Control, 
Texas and Oklahoma, $3,000,000 is repealed. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in title I of Public Law 102-104, R92-92, 
$1,350,000 are rescinded: Provided, That the lan
guage of title I of Public Law 102-104 directing 
the Secretary of the Army, acting through the 
Chief of Engineers, with $1,500,000 to alleviate 
bank erosion and related problems associated 
with reservoir releases along the Missouri River 
below Fort Peck Dam is repealed. 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
ABATEMENT, CONTROL, AND COMPLIANCE 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the funds made available under this head

ing in Public Law 102- 139, tor contracts, 
$20,000,000 are rescinded. 

HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE SUPERFUND 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-139, tor the alternative re
medial contracting system, $20,000,000 are re
scinded. 

NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE 
ADMINISTRATION 

RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 
(RESCISSIONS) 

Of the amounts made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, $1,500,000 tor 
space exploration studies are rescinded. 

Of the amounts made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, $2,500,000 tor 
the National Aerospace Plane are rescinded. 

Of the amounts made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, $10,000,000 for 
Climsat earth probe are rescinded. 
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NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION 

RESEARCH AND RELATED ACTIVITIES 

(RESCISSION) 

Unobligated balances for the following re
search grants are rescinded upon enactment: 
"Middle Class Lawyers: The transformation of 
small finn practice"; "Monogamy and aggres
sion"; "Holism in Psychobiology in the Twenti
eth Century"; "Affective Bases of Person Per
ception"; "The representation of Attitudes"; 
"Economic opportunity in urban America 1850-
1870"; "A historic study of Japan's famous slo
gan "Rich Nation, Strong Army" and its impact 
on Japanese Technology"; "Status attainment 
in Chinese urban areas"; "Firm age and 
wages"; "American perceptions of justice": "An 
east-west collaborative study"; " Herd behavior: 
Microjoundations and evidence from decision 
making by firms and about the global environ
ment"; "Analysis of mental computation per
formance and estimation strategy-use among 
Japanese students and curricular of these topics 
in Japanese schools"; "The timing of control 
and stock externalities in the presence of learn
ing with application of global warming"; "Con
flict paradigms and the instance theory of 
automization "; "Exemplar-based processing in 
social judgment"; "A history of applied science 
in France, 1801-1941"; "Emerging coalitions in 
the Soviet All-Union and Republican Legisla
ture"; "Compensation system design, employ
ment and firm perfonnance: An analysis of 
French microdata and a comparison to the 
U.S.A."; "The structures and processes of build
ing provisions: A case study of master-planned 
communities"; "The transformation of the large 
law firm in England: A comparative analysis"; 
"The evolution of optimizing behavior and of 
attitudes towards risk"; "Applying space tech
nology to global change: values, institutions 
and decisions"; "Traditional and nontradi
tional forms of popular religion in Sicily"; 
"Auctions with entry/exit decisions"; "Mainte
nance of a polymorphism in mating behavior in 
swordfish"; "The systematic study of senate 
elections"; "The late prehistoric political econ
omy of the Upper Man taro Valley in Peru"; 
"Sexual mimicry of swallowtail butterflies"; 
"Song production in freely behaving birds"; 
"American legal realism, empirical social science 
and the Law professor's professional identity"; 
"Norms, self-interest and taxpayers decisions: 
adaption to 1986 tax reform". 

The National Science Foundation shall report 
to the Committees on Appropriations by May 22, 
1992 on the amount of unobligated balances 
committed for these grants. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE-MILITARY 

PROCUREMENT 

SHIPBUILDING AND CONVERSION, NAVY 

(RESCISSION) 

OJ the funds provided under this heading in 
the subdivision ''SSN-21 attack submarine pro
gram" in Public Law 102-172, and proposed for 
rescission in R92-101, $375,500,000 are rescinded. 

OTHER PROCUREMENT, NAVY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, and proposed tor rescission 
in R92-102, $189,400,000 are rescinded. 

AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102- 172, $1,000,000,000 are rescinded 
from funds for the B- 2 bomber. 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 
EVALUATION 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 
EVALUATION, AIR FORCE 

(RESCISSION) 

OJ the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, $131,000,000 are rescinded 
from the National Aerospace Plane. 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 
EVALUATION, DEFENSE AGENCIES 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, $1 ,300,000,000 are rescinded 
from the Strategic Defense Initiative. 

TITLE III 
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

ENERGY PROGRAMS 

FOSSIL ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing Jor the Office of the Federal Inspector tor 
the Alaska Natural Gas Transportation System 
in Public Law 102-154, R92-34, $144,590 are re
scinded. 

TITLE IV 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, $11,300,000 are rescinded 
from classified programs. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY 

(RESCISSION) 

OJ the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, $16,700,000 are rescinded 
from classified programs. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR FORCE 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, $33,300,000 are rescinded 
from classified programs. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, DEFENSE 
AGENCIES 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, $33,000,000 are rescinded 
from classified programs. 

PROCUREMENT 

PROCUREMENT OF WEAPONS AND TRACKED 
COMBAT VEHICLES, ARMY 

(RESCISSIONS) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, and proposed for rescission 
in R92-105, $46,300,000 are rescinded; and of the 
funds provided under this heading in Public 
Law 101-511, $150,000,000 are rescinded. 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 101-161, $10,700,000 are rescinded. 

AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, NAVY 

(RESCISSION) 

OJ the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, and proposed tor rescission 
in R92-107, $15,000,000 are rescinded. 

WEAPONS PROCUREMENT, NAVY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
the subdivision "Other Missile Programs" in 
Public Law 101-511, and proposed tor rescission 
in R92-111, $60,000,000 are rescinded. 

OTHER PROCUREMENT, NAVY 

(RESCISSIONS) 

0! the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, $2,500,000 are rescinded 
from classified programs. 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 101-511, $37,000,000 are rescinded, of 

which $22,000,000 is from Point Defense Support 
Equipment and $15,000,000 is from the Produc
tivity Investment Fund program. 

PROCUREMENT, MARINE CORPS 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, $55,000,000 are rescinded of 
which $25,000,000 is from Tactical Intelligence 
Enhancements and $30,000,000 is from Night Vi
sion Equipment. 

MISSILE PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE 

(RESCISSIONS) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, $416,300,000 are rescinded, 
of which $344,000,000 is from the Advanced 
Cruise Missile program and $72,300,000 is from 
the MX missile program. 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 101-511, $112,200,000 are rescinded 
from the MX missile program. 

OTHER PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE 

(RESCISSIONS) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102- 172, $118,200,000 are rescinded, 
of which $105,100,000 is from classified programs 
and $13,100,000 is from the Base Support pro
gram. 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 101-511, $20,000,000 are rescinded 
from the Base Support program. 

Of the funds provided under tl),is heading in 
Public Law 101-165, $30,000,000 are rescinded 
from the Electronic Drug interdiction program. 

PROCUREMENT, DEFENSE AGENCIES 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, $10,700,000 are rescinded 
from classified programs. 

NATIONAL GUARD AND RESERVE EQUIPMENT 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, and proposed for rescission 
in R92-120, $45,000,000 are rescinded. 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND 
EVALUATION 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND 
EVALUATION, ARMY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, $196,200,000 are rescinded, 
of which $49,400,000 is from the antisatellite 
weapon (ASAT) program, $51,000,000 is from the 
Forward Area Air Defense system, $70,000,000 is 
from the classified program "Tractor Helm", 
and $19,800,000 is from the Electronic Warfare 
Development program. 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 
EVALUATION, NAVY 

(RESCISSION) 

0! the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, $30,400,000 are rescinded, of 
which $1,400,000 is from the Antiairlantisurface 
warfare technology program, $1,400,000 is from 
the Command, control, communications ad
vanced technology program, $5,000,000 is from 
the Bomb Fuze ' Improvement program, $4,900,000 
is from the Target Systems Development pro
gram, $5,000,000 is from the Industrial Prepared
ness program, and $3,700,000 is from classified 
programs. 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND 
EVALUATION, AIR FORCE 

(RESCISSIONS) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, and proposed for rescission 
in R92- 127, $300,000,000 are rescinded; in addi
tion , of the funds provided under this heading 
in Public Law 102-172, $364,800,000 are re
scinded, of which $5,800,000 is from Defense Re
search Sciences, $69,600,000 is from Advanced 
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Technology Development programs, $21,100,000 
is [rom the NCMC-TWIAA systems program, 
$22,000,000 is from the Night/Precision Attack 
program, $38,400,000 is [rom the Tactical Im
provement Program, $47,500,000 is [rom the Ad
vanced Launch System/National Launch Sys
tem, and $149,400,000 is from classified pro
grams. 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 101-511, $62,000,000 are rescinded 
[rom the Follow-on Early Warning System pro
gram. 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND 
EVALUATION, DEFENSE AGENCIES 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, $45,700,000 are rescinded, of 
which $4,000,000 is [rom Manufacturing Tech
nology, and $30,700,000 is from classified pro-
grams. 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 

SEC. 401. Funds available to the Department 
of Defense which were proposed [or rescission 
by the President [or programs, projects, or ac
tivities listed in the justification accompanying 
the rescission messages dated April 9, 1992, and 
which are not specifically rescinded by this Act 
in response to the President's request shall be 
made available for obligation [or the same pro
grams, projects and activities as described in the 
messages of April 9, 1992. · 

SEC. 402. The Classified Annex accompanying 
S. 2570 of the One Hundred Second Congress is 
hereby incorporated into this Act: Provided, 
That the amounts specified in the Classified 
Annex are not in addition to amounts rescinded 
by other provisions of this Act: Provided fur
ther, That the President shall provide for appro
priate distribution of the Classified Annex, or of 
appropriate portions of the Classified Annex, 
within the executive branch of the Government. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the committee sub
stitute is the pending question. Time 
for debate under the question is 2 
hours, equally divided. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 
the Chair. 

Mr. President, I have a unanimous
consent request which has been cleared 
on both sides. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from West Virginia. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that upon the receipt of 
H.R. 4990 from the House all after the 
enacting clause of that bill be stricken 
and that the text of S. 2403 as amended 
be inserted in lieu thereof, that H.R. 
4990 be deemed to be read a third time 
and passed, that the motion to recon
sider the vote be tabled, and that the 
title be amended with the amendment 
reported to the title of S. 2403; that the 
Senate insist on its amendments and 
request a conference with the House, 
and that the chair be authorized to ap
point conferees on the part of the Sen
ate; that S. 2403 be indefinitely post
poned; that pending receipt of H.R. 
4990, S. 2403 be returned to the cal
endar; and that the above actions take 
place without intervening action or de
bate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

MEASURES INDEFINITELY 
POSTPONED-S. 2402, S. 2551, S. 2570 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that S. 2402, S. 2551, and 
S. 2570 be indefinitely postponed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, under the 
provisions of the Congressional Budget 
Act of 1974, the time on the bill, I be
lieve, is controlled by the majority and 
minority leaders, or their designees; is 
that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is correct. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the time on the bill 
be controlled by Senator HATFIELD and 
myself. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BYRD. Under the Congressional 
Budget Act, is it not a fact that time 
from the bill may be yielded on any 
amendment or on debatable motions or 
other matter that is debatable? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is again correct. 

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, I yield myself time 

from the bill, such time as I may de
sire. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from West Virginia. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, S. 2403 was 
reported by the Appropriations Com
mittee by a vote of 19 yeas to 9 nays on 
April 30, 1992, in the form of a sub
stitute. The committee substitute ad
dresses not only the President's March 
20 rescission request, but those of 
March 10, April 8, and April 9, as well. 

Title I of S. 2403 contains the com
mittee's recommendations relative to 
the President's March 10 rescission re
quests. Title II of S. 2403 contains the 
committee's recommendations relative 
to the President's March 20 rescission 
requests. Title III of S. 2403 contains 
the committee's recommendations rel
ative to the President's April 8 request. 
Title IV contains the committee's rec
ommendations relative to the Presi
dent's April 9 rescission requests. 

The President's rescission requests 
would reduce defense spending by a 
total of $7,141,770,000. The committee 
recommendations would reduce defense 
spending by a total of $7,205,040,000 or 
$63,270,000 more than requested by the 
President. The President's requests 
would . reduce domestic discretionary 
spending by a total of $721,002,690. The 
committee recommendations would re
duce domestic discretionary by a total 
of $910,144,590, or a cut of $189,141,900 
more than requested by the President. 

For international spending-or as 
some would rather term it, foreign 
aid-the President requested no rescis
sions, but the committee recommends 
rescissions totaling $172,362,054. 

The total amount of rescissions re
quested by the President for defense 
and domestic discretionary is 

$7,862,772,690. The committee has rec
ommended rescissions for defense, do
mestic discretionary, and international 
spending, and the committee's rec
ommendations total $8,287,546,644, or 
$424,773,950 more in cuts than the 
amount of the rescissions requested by 
the President. 

In making these recommendations, 
the committee carefully scrutinized 
the President's requests and rec
ommended many of those requests, 
modified some of them, and rejected 
others. In addition, the committee has 
reviewed all appropriations under its 
jurisdiction and recommends addi
tional rescissions which were not re
quested by the President. These com
mittee-initiated rescissions are made 
possible due to changed circumstances, 
delays in obligations and, in some in
stances, wasteful and unnecessary 
spending by the executive branch. 

We took the President's rescission re
quests very seriously, even though 
they were accompanied by a lot of po
litical background noise, including 
some rather silly suggestions that a 
vote be taken on each proposed rescis
sion. This was a sophomoric idea and 
this idea was conceived by individuals 
who sought to gain some imagined 
election-year advantage by trotting 
out that old horse about wasteful 
spending by the Congress, and they got 
the President's ear. In spite of all this 
too-familiar rhetoric, the committee 
endeavored to take the matter seri
ously and cut what seemed to be un
necessary expenditures. 

For example, the committee included 
a rescission of $500 million from the 
Department of Defense's inventory, 
which was not requested by the Presi
dent. The President did not request 
this rescission. The committee held a 
hearing on this matter of excess De
fense Department inventories, partly 
based on a "60 Minutes" piece which 
showed the magnitude of this problem. 
Senator GLENN, in his capacity as 
chairman of the Governmental Affairs 
Committee, and Senator LEVIN, who 
chairs the Subcommittee on Oversight 
of Government Management of the 
Governmental Affairs Committee, pre
sented very compelling testimony to 
the Appropriations Committee on this 
important matter and recommended 
substantial reductions in appropria
tions for DOD inventories. 

In addition, the committee took tes
timony from Mr. Frank Conahan, As
sistant Comptroller General of the 
General Accounting Office. Mr. 
Conahan has been in charge of GAO au
dits of DOD inventories for a number of 
years. He testified that in 1989, the 
Pentagon had a 50-year supply for 1,241 
items. There are clearly savings that 
can be obtained from a careful scrutiny 
of Defense Department inventory prac
tices. 

During Operation Desert Storm, the 
Defense Departmept purchased 60 rail-
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road cars full of intravenous solution 
in anticipation of heavy casualties. No 
one would fault the department for pre
paring for such a scenario. But in 
drafting the pertinent contract, the 
DOD made no provision for the possi
bility that the IV solution might not 
be used. Since the war was mercifully 
brief and casualties mercifully light, 
the 60 boxcars went untouched and the 
Pentagon sold the solution back to the 
manufacturer at less than 45 cents on 
the dollar. 

Of course the manufacturer then re
sold the product at its full value. It 
would have seemed to be a relatively 
simple matter to have structured this 
contract to take into account that the 
60 boxcars of IV solution might not be 
needed, or at least a portion thereof. 
But this apparently was not the 
mindset at the Defense Department. 
One would think that if an individual 
were handling his own money, which in 
a sense he is, he would be more careful. 
He would be reflective, he would be 
more thoughtful, and he would likely 
foresee the possibility that there might 
be a need to return the supply and take 
that possibility into account in draft
ing the contract. 

The motto of the Pentagon purchas
ing agents could well be: "If we might 
need it, buy it, buy lots of it, and buy 
it now." 

Mr. President, this $500 million re
scission is just a down payment in at
tacking the billions of dollars which 
can be saved in the coming years in 
this area of the DOD budget. 

The committee substitute also in
cludes a provision to reduce DOD Sen
ior Executive Service personnel by 5 
percent, not only for 1992, but also for 
1993, 1994, and 1995. This cut in top 
management was not requested by the 
President, but it is commensurate with 
the cuts that will be necessary in the 
levels of enlisted men and women. It is 
entirely proper that top management 
be cut as well. 

Mr. President, the unprecedented 
changes in the world situation and lat
est threat forecasts provide us with a 
historic opportunity to reevaluate how 
much of this country's precious re
sources we must devote to defense. The 
threat of global conflict is vanishing. 
The war in Afghanistan was the last 
battle of the cold war, and was won by 
the people of that country. The great
est threat now facing the United States 
is economic, not military. We must 
seize this opportunity to redirect our 
money and our energy into civilian 
programs that have a much greater im
pact on our economic situation. 

I have always been a strong sup
porter of defense, including SDI, and 
have always favored using high tech
nology to maintain our qualitative ad
vantage. However, the military threats 
to the United States and its allies 
come increasingly from regional con
flicts featuring short-range missiles 

like Scuds, not ICBM's. This rescission 
bill would cut $1.3 billion from the 
strategic defense initiative. Funds 
would be rescinded from those ele
ments of SDI that focus on some nebu
lous long-term threat and exotic tech
nologies, including space-based inter
ceptors like Brilliant Pebbles, and the 
most abstract future-oriented research 
and development programs. 

We have left in place the funds for 
theater missile defenses to protect our 
deployed forces and our allies from at
tack by short-range missiles such as 
the Scud. Funds to build the limited 
defense system at Grand Forks, ND, 
the first step in protecting the United 
States from limited ballistic missile 
attacks, also remain. 

Last year, in the fiscal year 1992 De
partment of Defense authorization bill, 
we included the so-called Missile De
fense Act provision, which sets out our 
policy on strategic defenses. The fund
ing for SDI which we have preserved, 
$2.9 billion, fully funds that provision 
and is faithful to its policy and pro
gram thrust. 

Current and future fiscal limits re
quire that hard choices be made. With 
theater missile defense development 
and the Grand Forks system, we are 
meeting the· existing military threat. 
At the same time, we should work to 
stem the proliferation of missile tech
nology instead of simply seeking to 
counter it with expensive and gran
diose concepts that rob the country of 
funds needed elsewhere. 

Over $22 billion can be saved between 
1992 and 2005 if the programs outlined 
in the rescission bill as reported by the 
Senate Appropriations Committee are 
ended. These are rescissions that are 
added by the Senate Appropriations 
Committee following the leadership of 
the able and distinguished Senator 
from Hawaii, the senior Senator, Sen
ator INOUYE, chairman of the defense 
appropriations subcommittee. 

I want to take this moment to con
gratulate Senator INOUYE and the other 
Senators on his subcommittee for the 
very capable work that they have done 
on this rescission bill. Every sub
committee took this bill seriously. 
Every subcommittee chairman took 
the President's message seriously, as 
did I, the chairman of the full Appro
priations Committee. 

I have working with me in a very fine 
way and very cooperative manner the 
distinguished ranking member of the 
full committee, the senior Senator 
from the State of Oregon, Senator HAT
FIELD. We work closely together. 

As I sent the President's messages to 
all of the appropriations subcommittee 
chairmen, I urged them to take a seri
ous look at the President's requests, 
and to approve the President's rescis
sion requests where those requests 
were meritorious, but, at the same 
time, to scour other areas of appropria
tions, and to add rescissions which had 

not been included in the President's re
quest where such rescissions would 
eliminate wasteful spending. 

Senator INOUYE very faithfully fol
lowed my recommendations. Now 
under Senator INOUYE's recommenda
tions, the ABM treaty would remain a 
cornerstone of international stability. 
Canceling the Brilliant Pebbles Pro
gram for orbiting space-based intercep
tors saves some $9 billion or more. 
Similarly, cutting funding for what is 
euphemistically called innovative tech
nologies saves some $2 billion. And end
ing funding for directed energy weap
ons research and development, the fol
low-on to Brilliant Pebbles, saves an
other $11 billion over the years. Addi
tional smaller savings would result 
from the reduction in the management 
and support segment, estimated by the 
General Accounting Office to consume 
20 percent of all SDI funding between 
the years 1992 and 2005. This money can 
be better spent on programs that di
rectly affect the economic health of 
the United States. 

There are some who have suggested 
that these cuts in SDI were politically 
motivated-that they were a counter
punch intended to hit back at an ad
ministration move to cut the Seawolf 
submarine program. This is not the 
case. Portions of the SDI program are 
of dubious value in light of the collapse 
of the Soviet Union. 

These are legitimate savings, they 
are serious savings, which can be made, 
which ought to be made, to reflect the 
altered defense needs of our Nation. 

S. 2403, as reported, contains two re
scissions that I recommended which 
will eliminate wasteful executive 
branch spending-wasteful executive 
branch spending by the National 
Science Foundation and by the Na
tional Institutes of Health. 

As Members are aware, the Appro
priations Committee approves funding 
for general categories of spending for 
various agencies, such as research, sal
aries and expenses, and so forth. These 
lump-sum appropriations are not ad
ministered by the Congress, but by the 
executive branch agencies, which are 
delegated that authority in Appropria
tions Acts. This is necessary because 
there are literally thousands of appli
cants for grants for many Government 
programs. Congress is in no position to 
review and act upon these thousands of 
grant requests. So we delegate this au
thority to the executive branch. We do 
our best to assure that the recipients 
of Federal funds, under the tight budg
etary constraints that all agencies 
face, will be carefully selected on a 
prioritized basis. 

Yet, an examination of a host of 
grants in the National Science Founda
tion led me to conclude that while 
there may be some theoretical value 
for these items, the American tax
payers may wonder why their hard
earned money is being spent on these 
items. 
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The committee substitute, therefore, 

will rescind, at my request, the unobli
gated balances of 31 National Science 
Foundation grants. The President 
when he announced his rescissions ef
fort in the East Room of the White 
House on March 20, he made a rather 
interesting speech in which he at
tacked the "wasteful spending" of Con
gress. There is no doubt that all budg
ets contain waste to some degree, and 
there is no doubt that we ought to do 
what we can to eliminate wasteful ex
penditures. But there is enough on this 
platter to go around, enough wasteful 
spending to go around. 

So to hear the Chief Executive speak 
on that occasion, to the effect that 
only Congress is guilty of wasteful 
spending-and the President singled 
out some examples of what he consid
ered to be wasteful spending, and the 
Senate has gone along with some of 
them, but the President did not say 
anything about wasteful spending in 
the executive branch. Let me bring a 
few examples of wasteful spending by 
the executive branch to the attention 
of my colleagues, and to the attention 
of the American people. 

First, a study of the sexual aggres
sion in fish in Nicaragua; that is one of 
the wasteful expenditures that the ex
ecutive branch was engaging in. Noth
ing was said about it in the East Room 
of the White House on March 20, but it 
is included in the Senate substitute, 
which eliminates that study of the sex
ual aggression in fish in Nicaragua. 
The importance of lawyers to the mid
dle class; the personal identity of law 
scliool professors; the mating behavior 
of swordfish-these are other examples 
of executive branch programs that are 
rather exotic examples of wasteful 
spending. They were not mentioned in 
the East Room of the White House on 
March 20, but the Senate committee 
substitute will eliminate them all. 

How the Chinese have sought em
ployment in urban areas since 1949 is 
another wasteful expenditure. Another 
example of executive branch wasteful 
spending is: A comparison of the roles 
of intra and intersexual selection in 
the evolution of sex-limited mimicry of 
two swallowtail butterflies. The Senate 
Appropriations Committee has re
scinded this wasteful executive branch 
funding. 

Those in our research community 
might wonder why these particular ex
ecutive projects received funding. Last 
year, the National Science Foundation 
received 52,880 proposals, totaling $11.9 
billion. Of those, only 34 percent re
ceived funding, since the National 
Science Foundation budget is about $3 
billion. Given the importance of the 
Foundation's work in manufacturing 
research, supercomputing, and bio
technology, which have direct ties to 
our future economic competitiveness, 
it is ludicrous that the National 
Science Foundation is spending limited 

resources on these unnecessary and 
wasteful items. 

The committee recommends rescis
sions for three NIH grants totaling 
$367,000. These are rescissions that I of
fered by way of amendment to the bill 
when it came before the Appropriations 
Committee. The committee substitute 
rescinds $68,000 for a grant made by the 
National Institutes of Health to cali
brate the amount of dental pain per
sons experience, by studying their fa
cial expressions while in the dentist 
chair. That is a wasteful executive 
branch expenditure that was not men
tioned in the East Room of the White 
House by the President on March 20, 
but it is included in this committee 
substitute at my insistence for elimi
nation. 

Another i tern in this bill that was 
not mentioned at the White House in 
the Oval Office on March 20 is: $205,000 
for a grant that was made to study the 
incidence of dental fear in the popu
lation. 

Well, common sense tells me that ev
erybody fears going to the dentist. It is 
easy to save that $205,000. That is exec
utive branch waste. I might go to the 
dentist two times a year, and I always 
fear going. So we do not need to waste 
money to study that. The Senator from 
Hawaii does not relish going to the 
dentist chair. The Senator from Oregon 
does not; we are all afraid to go there, 
but we have to go. 

Another wasteful executive branch 
item that was not mentioned in the 
East Room of the White House on 
March 20-that eventful day when the 
President indicated he was going to 
send up all these rescissions and cur
tail wasteful spending in the Con
gress-was $94,000 for a grant to study 
why people fear the dentist. 

Well, people have been fearing the 
dentist since Adam and Eve were driv
en from the garden for their sins, and 
people will continue to fear the dentist 
from now until kingdom come, and it 
will not require a $94,000 study to de
termine that. 

I want to reemphasize that these 
items were not congressional ear
marks; these items are not congres
sional "pork." Rather, they are grants 
made by the National Science Founda
tion and the National Institutes of 
Health-by the executive branch
under the general authority that is 
provided to those agencies in the ap
propriations acts. There are probably 
many more instances of wasteful 
spending that could be found as the 
committee continues to review execu
tive branch spending policies and prac
tices in the coming months. We do not 
have the staff resources that would be 
required to prevent or eliminate all the 
wasteful and unnecessary executive 
branch spending, but we do have a very 
dedicated and hardworking profes
sional staff who will do their best to 
ferret out such profligacy and elimi
nate it. 

We only have 82 staff people on the 
Senate Appropriations Committee. 
That is the whole shebang, from top to 
bottom, including our clerk typists-
82. We have to survey the entire budg
et, whatever portions of the budget 
that come before the Appropriations 
Committee, and that certainly is less 
than half. And a great portion of that, 
the Appropriations Committee has no 
control over, because it is mandatory 
spending. 

So we have a very dedicated, hard
working staff; 82 members. Yet, these 
82 members have to face off the hun
dreds, the hundreds, of people who are 
working in the executive branch daily 
on the budget. There are over 500 per
sons in the Office of Management and 
Budget alone. That says nothing about 
the people who work on the budget in 
the various departments and agencies 
in this town. And yet we have only 82 
here on the Senate Appropriations 
Committee-82 who have to match 
their brains with, and stand up against, 
this army of people in the executive 
branch. 

The President talks a great deal 
about the growth of staff on Capitol 
Hill. We will go into that at a later 
date. The executive branch has experi
enced tremendous growth in staff. 

The committee has also reported out 
a classified annex, which recommends 
certain rescissions in our intelligence 
budget. These recommendations are in
corporated into the legislation, and are 
explained in a classified report which 
accompanies the annex. The annex and 
report are available for all Senators to 
review in the Defense Subcommittee 
office in the Dirksen Senate Office 
Building. 

In conclusion, Mr. President, let me 
point out to Senators that rescissions 
are nothing new. All of the palaver 
about the President's attack on 
"wasteful spending" by the Congress 
and the idea that he was going to send 
up a lot of rescissions-someone on the 
Hill or downtown had discovered some 
language in the Congressional Budget 
Act that would permit them, they 
thought, to have a kind of a back door 
line-item veto. In other words, they 
would force a vote on every item that 
the President wanted · rescinded. The 
truth of the matter is that the lan
guage has been there for all these 
years, since 1974. The President has lis
tened to some wise guys who thought 
they were on to something and so the 
President let himself be tricked into 
throwing down the gauntlet. 

The Congressional Budget and Im
poundment Control Act of 1974 provides 
the authority for Presidents to request 
rescissions of appropriations. Accord
ing to GAO, Presidents have, in fact, 
requested rescissions in every year 
since 1974 except for 1 year- 1988. The 
total number of Presidential rescission 
requests for the period 1974 through 
April 14, 1992, is 1,012 for a total 
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amount of $69,273,034,690. Of those num
bers submitted by the President, Con
gress accepted 324 rescissions totaling 
$19,311,454,366. In addition, congression
ally initiated and enacted rescissions 
for the period 1974 through March 9, 
1992, totaled 378 rescissions for a total 
dollar amount of $43,798,239,022. 

When one adds the total Presidential 
rescission requests which were ap
proved by Congress over this period, 
$19,311,454,366, and the congressionally 
initiated rescissions of $43,798,239,022, 
one gets a total of $63,109,693,388 in re
scissions that have been enacted since 
the enactment of the Congressional 
Budget and Impoundment Control Act 
of 1974, and prior to the President's 
March 10, March 20, April 8, and April 
9 rescission requests. 

When one adds to this total of 
$63,109,693,388, the total rescissions rec
ommended in the pending measure, 
$8,287,546,644, one gets a total of 
$71,397,240,032 that will have been re
scinded if the committee's rec
ommendations in S. 2403 are enacted. 
That t<:>tal is $2,124,205,342 more than 
the total of all rescissions that have 
been requested by all Presidents since 
1974. So, again I say, rescissions are 
nothing new. The Committees on Ap
propriations of the House and Senate 
have approved rescissions in every year 
since enactment of the Congressional 
Budget and Impoundment Control Act. 
As I have stated, the total amount of 
enacted rescissions will exceed those 
requested by Presidents if, the amount 
of rescissions recommended in S. 2403 is 
enacted, by an amount of $2,124,205,342. 

Now what is different about this par
ticular rescission bill is the fact that 
the President chose to enter into a po
litical battle with the Congress over re
scissions. He listened to the advice 
that he was given, so he chose to do 
battle with the Congress over rescis
sions. On March 20, the President an
nounced he intended to send Congress 
on that day-and I read from his state
ment, these are President Bush's 
words: 

* * * the first of a series of additional 
measures to cut federal spending now, this 
year. I have also directed all agency heads to 
look for further areas where spending cuts 
can be made now. 

The line item rescissions identified so far 
in total, will cancel out about $4 billion in 
unnecessary spending. Funds for local park
ing garages, $100,000 for asparagus yield de
clines, meat research, prickly pear research. 
The examples of wasteful spending destroys 
public confidence in the integrity of the gov
ernment. And Americans have every right to 
be outraged and disgusted. It is their money. 
And I will work with the Republicans in the 
House to bring these items to a vote individ
ually, forcing the Democratic leadership to 
allow line by line votes on items of pork will 
bring us a step closer to the accountability 
and the power that 43 governors have, the 
line item veto. 

So there you have it, all on the Presi
dent's word. He wants a line-item veto. 
But his own Attorney General, Attor-

ney General Barr, has said that the 
line-item veto is not in the Constitu
tion; the Constitution does not give to 
the President line-item veto power. 
And so this alternative course of action 
was decided on, I am sure, by the Presi
dent's advisers, and perhaps some peo
ple on the Hill. 

I do not charge the President with 
knowing all that much about the Sen
ate rules or the Budget Impoundment 
Control Act of 1974. There is no reason 
why he should. But this was kind of a 
back-door way of getting something 
akin to, or perhaps a clone of, the line
item veto. 

The President decided he was going 
to make the Congress vote on every 
item, and then the press indicated that 
we could expect quite a few of those re
scission measures this summer. I am 
reading from UPI, one paragraph: 

White House Press Secretary Marlin 
Fitzwater told reporters Bush contemplates 
canceling some 1,300 other projects in the fu
ture. 

Bush cited several examples of his can
cellation of what he called porkbarrel, items, 
which would be funny if the effect were not 
so serious. 

I have included in the committee 
substitute some executive branch 
wasteful items that · would also be 
funny if the effect were not so serious. 

And there you have it. The White 
House, according to Marlin Fitzwater, 
was going to cancel some 1,300 other 
i terns and going to try to get a vote on 
every item. So we can count on a long, 
hot summer with vote after vote after 
vote after vote on 1,300 items. 

Mr. President, Congress' record in re
sponding to all Presidential rescission 
requests sine 1974 is excellent. We have 
approved and enacted more dollars in 
rescissions than the various Presidents 
have requested. The pending measure 
recommends $424,773,954 more in budget 
cuts than President Bush requested in 
his March 10 and March 20 and April 8 
and April 9 messages. 

Having said that, I hasten to add that 
rescissions have not been used in the 
past to reduce the deficit. Let me re
peat that. This may come as a surprise 
to some of our colleagues and to some 
of our friends in the media: Rescissions 
have not been used in the past to re
duce the deficit. Instead, under the 
tight budgetary constraints that have 
faced the Appropriations Committees 
for the past 12 years, rescissions have 
most often been made in annual and 
supplemental appropriations bills, and 
the savings then used to fund increases 
for higher priorities. 

So when the President makes his 
speeches and asks for rescissions, and 
makes it sounds like this is the way to 
balance the Federal budget-bless his 
heart, I like him personally; I like him 
personally-he is playing petty par
tisan politics and pandering to the 
American people and to the insatiable 
appetite on the part of the press for 
material with which to engage in Con-

gress-bashing. That is it: Congress
bashing. 

I believe this type of rhetoric ulti
mately further undermines the credi
bility of the executive branch and of 
the Congress. The impression is left 
that this exercise in enacting rescis
sions will seriously cut the deficit, and 
then the American people are even 
more outraged to pick up the morning 
newspaper and discover that the deficit 
has not been significantly reduced. In 
short, this process can serve a useful 
purpose, but it is no panacea for get
ting our deficits under control. It 
should not be painted as such, and it 
should not be used as a political tool 
for election-year advantage. 

The type of rhetoric that we have 
heard over this rescission matter only 
further polarizes the executive branch 
and the Congress, contributes to a lack 
of serious understanding about the 
cause of our budget deficits, and makes 
genuine steps toward a real solution to 
our massive budget problems more dif
ficult. 

The President's decision to join this 
battle by proposing that each and 
every item for which he requested a re
scission be voted on individually was 
purely and simply a political decision. 
When the President threw down the 
gauntlet in the East Room of the White 
House and entered into a political bat
tle on rescissions, he should have 
known that his battle is a battle that 
the administration cannot win. Under 
the law, the Congress can merely sit on 
the President's rescission requests for 
45 days, and he is required under the 
law to proceed to obligate the moneys. 

But we did not choose to sit on the 
President's request. We chose to be se
rious and to meet the President half
way, and to give his proposals careful 
study, and to go along with those that 
had merit; but also to add some, as I 
have indicated, that have merit, but 
which are examples of executive 
branch wasteful spending that can be 
done without. 

The Congress had no choice other 
than to respond to the President's 
challenge. I hope that we will soon see 
the end of this ill-conceived strategy 
by the White House. I hope that the 
President's advisers will convince him 
that this strategy is counter
productive. 

To those who say that the President 
will veto this rescission bill because it 
does not contain all of the rescissions 
he requested, or because it cuts more 
than he would like from the SDI or the 
B-2, my response is that the SDI is 
Presidential "pork" in the sky; it 
should be cut; it will cost billions and 
billions of dollars that we do not have, 
to defend ourselves from threats that 
are nonexistent. Our real threats are 
here at home; they are on the ground. 
They include the lack of Presidential 
leadership to reduce campaign reform; 
the Federal deficit, which will not be 
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brought under control without Presi
dential leadership; our crumbling in
frastructure, both human and physical, 
which has been devastated over the 
past 12 years and will continue to suf
fer real cuts under the administration's 
budget proposals for the coming 4 
years; and comprehensive health care, 
for which the President will not even 
submit legislation. 

If the President vetoes this bill , that 
is his right. But let him answer to the 
American people, then, as to why he 
vetoed a rescission bill. He started the 
fight. He sent up the rescission mes
sages. Congress is giving these mes
sages serious examination. Now, if he 
wants to veto a rescission bill, that is 
his right. But the rescissions he has re
quested will not go into effect if he 
vetos a rescission bill. 

Senators should remember that the 
Congress did not provoke this exercise; 
the President did. We have included a 
number of rescissions which should be 
made, and which I hope will be enacted. 
We have carefully considered the Presi
dent's proposals. To be fair, I believe 
the White House must carefully weigh 
our serious attempt to do what we have 
been asked to do. I hope that the Presi
dent will sign this bill, if it is passed, 
and I hope it will pass. 

Let me state again that we have ex
ceeded the amount of rescission dollars 
which the President requested. We 
have acted in good faith, and we have 
made legitimate savings. 

I hope that all Senators will support 
this bill. There are a number of rescis
sions which were requested by the 
President which the committee has not 
approved. But the committee has done 
its best to meet the President's chal
lenge and to recommend its rescissions 
for items which were not requested by 
the President, but which the commit
tee believes should be rescinded. 

There will obviously be changes to S. 
2403 in our conference with the House. 
There is always some give and take in 
appropriations conferences, and this 
bill will be no exception. 

I urge Senators to vote for S. 2403 so 
that we can get to conference and 
quickly complete action on this rescis
sion bill. 

Let us not engage in any more politi
cal warfare. I believe that the Amer
ican people are sick to death of 
charges, countercharges, finger point
ing, gridlock, speechmaking, and tired 
rhetoric about who John and who is re
sponsible for what. I hope that we can 
yet salvage some dignity out of this 
unfortunate rescission game and pass 
this responsible attempt to comply 
with the President's request. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a letter from the Comptroller 
General of the United States and tables 
regarding the rescissions enacted by 
Congress during the fiscal years 1974 to 
the present, to which I have alluded in 
my opening remarks, be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

COMPTROLLER GENERAL 
OF THE UNITED STATES, 

Washington, DC, April 30, 1992. 
Hon. ROBERT C. BYRD, 
Chairman, Committee on Appropriations, U.S. 

Senate. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: In the past we have 

informally provided a variety of statistical 
data concerning rescissions proposed and en
acted from passage of the Impoundment Con
trol Act of 1974 to the present. Given the 
level of interest in this data, we have decided 
to regularize our data collection and report
ing processes with respect to rescission pro
posals. Accordingly, to keep the Congress ap
prised of the amount and frequency of rescis
sions proppsed and enacted, we will, begin
ning with this report, submit periodically 
the following rescission information: 

A table showing by fiscal yea!;' from 1974 to 
the present, (1) the aggregate number and 
amount of rescissions proposed by the Presi
dent, (2) the aggregate number and amount 
of those proposals enacted by the Congress, 
and (3) the aggregate number and amount of 
rescissions initiated by the Congress, (4) the 
total number of rescissions enacted and the 
total amount of budget authority rescinded 
by Congress, with grand totals for each cat
egory (Attachment I); 

A table showing by fiscal year from 1974 to 
the present, and by Presidential administra
tion, the aggregate number and amount of 
rescissions proposed and enacted. The table 
also displays the number and amount of Con
gressional rescissions by Administration 
with grand totals for each category (Attach
ment IT); 

A list, by agency and program, of rescis
sions proposed by the President from 1974 to 
the present (Attachment ill); 

A list of rescissions proposed by the Presi
dent and enacted by the Congress from 1974 
to the present (Attachment IV); and, 

A list of rescissions initiated and enacted 
by the Congress from 1974 to the present, i.e., 
rescissions which were not proposed in the 
Presidents' special impoundment messages 
(Attachment V). 

We also wish to point out that the current 
product reflects a number of revisions and 
adjustments to previously submitted histori
cal tables. For example, we have added sev
eral rescissions which were not styled as 
such in the applicable legislation; credited 
certain rescissions to a different fiscal year 
than we had previously credited them; and 
added rescissions which our initial search, 
for various reasons, did not discover. As we 
identify the need for further adjustments, if 
any, we shall include them in future submis
sions. 

I trust you will find this information use
ful. 

Sincerely yours, 
MILTON J. SOCOLAR 

(for the Comptroller General 
of the United States). 

SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY 
We prepared the attached lists as follows. 

To identify Presidential rescission proposals, 
we reviewed each special message submitted 
by the Presidents pursuant to the Impound
ment Control Act of 1974, 2 U.S.C. §683 (1988), 
from 1974 through April 14, 1992. To identify 
rescissions enacted, we analyzed appropria
tions, supplemental appropriations, and 
other acts of Congress enacted since 1974. In 
order to develop a list of all rescissions en
acted during each fiscal year for the subject 

time period. Our computer-assisted research 
methodology focused on locating variations 
of the verb "to rescind" as the operative leg
islative language. We supplemented our com
puter-based research with manual searches 
of applicable laws, general discussions with 
other knowledgeable sources such as staff of 
the House Appropriations Committee, and 
other · generally available information. The 
second step of our search served not only to 
check the accuracy of the results of our ini
tial research step, but also to capture those 
rescissions of budget authority that are not 
so styled or denoted in the applicable legisla
tion.! 

On the basis of our research, we compiled 
a list of rescissions by fiscal year from 1974 
to 1992. To identify Presidential rescission 
proposals that were enacted, we matched our 
list of rescissions against our list of rescis
sion proposals submitted to the Congress by 
the President pursuant to the Impoundment 
Control Act.2 We classified those rescissions 
that were not related to Presidential propos
als as Congressionally initiated rescissions. 

In order to confirm the accuracy of our 
statistics from fiscal years 1974 to the 
present, we consulted with the staff of the 
House Appropriations Committee (House Ap
propriations) which independently tracks all 
rescissions considered in the appropriations 
process.3 For the most part, our rescission 
statistics and those of House Appropriations 
match. There were, however, some rescis
sions which, for various reasons, we did not 
discover in our initial search. Moreover, 
House Appropriations and our Office differed 
on whether some enactments should or 
should not be counted as rescissions. Follow
ing is a brief explanation of our treatment of 
certain types of rescissions as well as expla
nations of those items with which we dis
agreed with House Appropriations. 

RECISSIONS OF AN INDEFINITE OR UNCERTAIN 
AMOUNT OF BUDGET AUTHORITY 

We have not counted what are legislatively 
denoted as "rescissions" unless and until we 
can establish the amount thereof. Once we 
ascertain the amount of budget authority re
scinded as a result of an indefinite rescis
sion, we adjust our historical data and tables 
accordingly. 

For example, we did not count a routine 
annual rescission of contract authority pro
vided to the Land and Water Conservation 
Fund which appears in the Department of In
terior and Related Agencies Appropriations 
Acts. See, e.g., Pub. L. 102-154, 105 Stat. 998 
(1991); Pub. L. 101- 512, 104 Stat. 1922 (1990); 
Pub. L. 100-202, 101 Stat. 1329-221 (1987). The 
reason we initially excluded this rescission 
from our statistics was that we did not know 
the specific amount of budget authority re-

1 Examples of this category of rescissions are 
$75,000,000 rescission in the Conservation Reserve 
Program, and a $600,000,000 rescission In the Hazard
ous Substance Response Fund. 

2 We counted the President's proposed rescissions 
as proposals enacted by Congress whenever the Con
gress approved those proposals, I.e., without regard 
to the 45-day period applicable to rescissions con
tained In the Impoundment Control Act. 2 U.S.C. 
§683(b). Hypothetically, If the President proposed a 
rescission In March 1989, the 45-day period would 
typically run In May 1989. Nonetheless, we would 
consider that rescission to be one proposed by the 
President and enacted or approved by the Congress, 
even if the Congress did not approve the proposed re
scission until later In 1989. 

lOne difference between our statistics and those of 
House Appropriations Is that we count rescissions 
that are contained both In appropriations and au
thorization acts. House Appropriations tracks only 
those rescissions that result from the appropriations 
process. 
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scinded when we compiled our statistics. We 
have confirmed, however, that the annual 
amount rescinded for fiscal years 1982 to 1992 
is $30,000,000 and now have included these 
amounts for those fiscal years in our statis
tics. 

Our Office does not count as rescissions 
several routine annual rescissions in the De
partment of Veterans Affairs and Housing 
and Urban Development, and Independent 
Agencies Appropriation Act. See, e.g., Pub. 
L. 102-139, 105 Stat. 745 (1991); Pub. L. 100-404, 
102 Stat. 1015 (1988). The rescission for annual 
contributions for assisted housing typically 
provides that up to a certain amount (or an 
indefinite amount) of budget authority that 
is recaptured by the Department during the 
fiscal year is rescinded. However, since we 
have not determined what the specific 
amount of budget authority rescinded is, we 
have not, to date, included these rescissions 
in our statistics.-4 House Appropriations also 
does not count these as rescissions. 

An exception occurred in fiscal year 1986 
and involved a $5,250,000,000 rescission of 
HUD funds for Annual Contributions for As
sisted Housing. Pub. L. 99-349, 100 Stat. 727 
(1986). Originally, we viewed this as an in
definite rescission which, as already ex
plained, we typically exclude from our re
scission statistics until we can verify the 
amount of the rescission. This rescission, 
however, states that "not less than" $5.25 
billion shall be rescinded. Since the language 
rescinds a specific, minimum amount, we 
have included this amount as rescinded in 
our statistics. 

We also have not counted in previous fiscal 
years the rescissions contained in the rental 
housing assistance program or the rent sup
plement program. These rescissions typi
cally state that limitations applicable to 
maximum payments are reduced by "not 
more than" a certain amount. See, e.g., Pub. 
L. 102-139, 105 Stat. 748 (1991). At the time we 
compiled our statistics, we did not determine 
the final amount rescinded, and accordingly 
we have routinely excluded such indefinite 
rescissions from our calculations. House Ap
propriations also does not count these rescis
sions. 

Another rescission we did not include in 
our statistics occurred in fiscal year 1986. 
The Congress rescinded the unobligated bal
ances of funds available to the U.S. Syn
thetic Fuels Corporation as of the date of en
actment of the Department of Interior Ap
propriation for 1986. Pub. L. 99-190, 99 Stat. 
1249 (1985) (appropriation accounts: Energy 
Security Reserve, Department of the Treas
ury). The statute did not identify the total 
amount of the rescission. In addition, the 
statute contained several provisions reserv
ing funds from rescission and allowing them 
to be used for specified purposes. Although 
House Appropriations estimates the amount 
rescinded to be $6,900,000,000, neither we nor 
House Appropriations have included this re
scission in our tables because we have not to 
date confirmed the amount rescinded. 

OTHER ADJUSTMENTs-DRUG INITIATIVE 
APPROPRIATION RESCISSIONS 

In fiscal year 1990, there were several re
scissions and reductions of budget authority 
in the Department of Transportation Appro
priations Act of fiscal year 1990. Pub. L. 101-
164, 103 Stat. 1109, 1110 (1989). House Appro
priations did not count these amounts as re-

4In some of the charts submitted In previous years 
the ce111ng amounts for these rescissions were in
cluded In our statistics. However, we have deleted 
all references to these rescissions and adjusted our 
tables (Attachments I and II) accordingly. 

scinded budget authority because, in their 
view, Congress was adjusting appropriations 
to permit funding of certain drug initiatives. 
We do not agree that these rescissions are 
merely adjustments. Rather, we have count
ed them as rescissions. We consider any leg
islation that eliminates previously enacted 
and currently available budget authority as 
a rescission. 

In the Transportation Appropriation Act, 
signed into law on November 21, 1989, there 
were several rescissions and reductions that 
affect budget authority previously enacted. 
For example, we count a reduction of 
$46,000,000 in budget authority in the Nuclear 
Waste Disposal Fund account appropriated 
by the Energy and Water Development Ap
propriations Act, signed into law on Septem
ber 29, 1989, as a rescission because it in
volves a cancellation of pre-existing budget 
authority. See id. 103 Stat. at 1108. Also, we 
count six rescissions involving the Depart
ment of the Treasury and GSA, id. 103 Stat. 
at 1109, 1110, as rescissions because they are 
reductions of currently available budget au
thority enacted on November 3, 1989, in the 
Treasury, Postal Service and General Gov
ernment Appropriations Act, 1990. Pub. L. 
101-136, 103 Stat. 783 (1989). 

An example of a reduction that we did not 
consider to be a rescission occurred in the 
Transportation Act's across-the-board reduc
tion of 0.43% of discretionary accounts in the 
Legislative Branch Appropriation Act, 1990. 
Both the Transportation and the Legislative 
appropriations acts were signed on the same 
day, November 21, 1989. Thus, the "reduc
tion" was of budget authority that had not 
yet become effective. Therefore, we do not 
consider this reduction to be a rescission. 

TIMING ADJUSTMENTS 
There are a number of rescissions which we 

previously credited to one fiscal year, but 
upon further examination we conclude that 
they should have been credited to another 
fiscal year. For example, we moved eight re
scissions previously counted as Presi
dentially proposed and enacted by the Con
gress in FY 1990 to the same column for FY 
1991. This change requires some explanation. 
On June 28, in fiscal year 1990, the President 
proposed eight rescissions in DoD accounts 
for military construction and family hous
ing. The Congress, however, did not complete 
action on the proposals within the 45 day pe
riod of continuous congressional session 
specified by the Impoundment Control Act 
and thus the budget authority was released 
for obligation on September 24, 1990. See 
GAO/OGC-~12, October 4, 1990. On Novem
ber 5, 1990, however, 41 days after the funds 
were released for obligation, Congress, in fis
cal year 1991, enacted the Military Construc
tion Appropriation Act for that fiscal year. 
Pub. L. 101-519, 104 Stat. 2240 (1990). The Act 
approved all of the rescissions proposed by 
the President on June 28, 1990, with the ex
ception of rescissions proposed in 3 pro
grams.s See H.R. Rep. No. 101~8. 101st 
Cong., 2nd Sess. 3 (1990) (recommending ap
proval of rescissions requested by the Presi
dent); Sen. Rep. No. 101-410, 101st Cong., 2nd 
Sess. 9 (1990) (recommending approval of re
scissions requested by the President). Since 
the Congress did in fact approve the Presi
dent's proposals, we have included the eight 

sBudget authority for the following individual 
projects was not rescinded: Central District Center, 
Phase III, Red River, Texas, $39,000,000 In proposed 
rescission R00-4; Addition to Fllght Simulator, Luke 
Air Force Base, Arizona $1,900,000 in proposed rescis
sion R90-5; Installation of Fireplaces In SOQ, 
WPAFB, Ohio $56,000 In proposed rescission R90-10. 

rescissions within the totals for rescissions 
Presidentially proposed and enacted by the 
Congress in the fiscal year 1991 column.6 Nei
ther OMB, in its cumulative reports, nor 
House Appropriations count the rescissions 
as approved by the Congress. 

This type of misclassification also oc
curred in fiscal year 1978 for Presidential re
scission proposals enacted by the Congress 
(R77-18 and R77-19). These proposals, total
ling $463,400,000, were approved by the Con
gress for rescission in fiscal year 1978, not 
1977. 

We also made a timing adjustment for re
scissions in HUD's Annual Contributions for 
Assisted Housing programs. We credited this 
rescission in our previous tables to fiscal 
year 1986. The statutory language of the re
scission in Public Law 99-349, however, spe
cifically states that the rescission is of budg
et authority becoming available "during fis
cal year 1987" and the rescission is effective 
"on or after October 1, 1986 and before Sep
tember 30, 1987." Pub. L. 99-349, 100 Stat. 727 
(1986). Therefore, we now count this rescis
sion in fiscal year 1987. 

We also made timing adjustments with re
spect to a number of minor rescissions. See, 
e.g., Pub. L. 98-367, 98 Stat. 472 (1984); Pub. L. 
97-102, 95 Stat. 1454 (1981); Pub. L. 95-96, 91 
Stat. 802 (1977). 

RESCISSIONS NOT DETECTED USING OPERATIVE 
TERM "RESCIND" 

There were several rescissions that we did 
not detect in our initial search because al
though they had the effect of a rescission, 
they did not use the verb "to rescind" as the 
operative legislative language. For instance, 
a $75,000,000 reduction in funds appropriated 
for the Conservation Reserve Program did 
not use the term "rescind" or "rescission". 
Pub. L. 101-45, 103 Stat. 107 (1989). Instead, 
the statutory language deletes the sum pre
viously appropriated and inserts another 
lesser sum which, in effect, rescinds pre
viously appropriated budget authority. Two 
other examples are a $9,100,000 rescission in 
fiscal year 1974 of Grants to the National 
Railroad Passenger Corporation (Pub. L. 93-
98, 87 Stat. 336) and a $1,188,000,000 rescission 
in fiscal year 1974 of Grants to States for 
Public Assistance (Pub. L. 93-305, 88 Stat. 
203). In both cases, the statutes referred to 
the "rescissions" as "reductions" in appro
priations. 

Similarly, we did not initially detect a 
$600,000,000 rescission in the Hazardous Sub
stance Response Trust Fund because the Act 
of Congress (Pub. L. 99-591, 100 Stat. 3341-242 
(1986)) reducing the amount of budget au
thority available to the fund did not refer to 
any "rescission" in the account. Instead the 
Act appropriated funds "to the extent and in 
the manner provided for in the conference re
port and the joint explanatory statement of 
the committee on conference [House Report 
99-977] * * * as if enacted into law." House 
Report 99--977 contained the rescission lan
guage. A $5,000,000 rescission of Alcohol Safe
ty Incentive Grants was not detected for the 
same reasons. Id. 100 Stat. 3341-308. 

The last example of this type of adjust
ment was a $203,312,000 rescission of GSA 
Construction funds in Pub. L. 93-143, 87 Stat. 
518 (1973). This rescission used the phrase 
"shall revert to the Treasury" to achieve the 
reduction in appropriations; therefore, our 
initial computer search did not detect it. 

OTHER RESCISSIONS 
Following is a list of rescissions (identified 

by fiscal year) that were either not detected 

swe also note that the amount of budget author
Ity approved for rescission Is $286,419,000 and not 
$513,302,000 as previously stated. 
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in our initial search pattern, or were not in
cluded, whether because of transcription or 
clerical error, in our previously submitted 
rescission statistics. 

Fiscal Year 1992: $3,190,000: two rescissions 
in the Legislative Appropriations Act for fis
cal year 1992. Pub. L. 102-90, 105 Stat. 451, 470 
(1991). 

Fiscal Year 1991: $26,000,000: rescission of 
Military Construction, Air Force funds. Pub. 
L. 101-519, 104 Stat. 2241 (1990); $8,262,000: re
scission of funds provided for the Judiciary. 
Pub. L. 102-55, 105 Stat. 294 (1991); $250,000; re
scission in the Legislative Appropriations 
Act, fiscal year 1992, Pub. L. 102-90, 105 Stat. 
451 (1991), but specifically retroactive to fis
cal year 1991 appropriation; $23,000,000: re
scission in an administrative provision for 
HUD Annual Contributions to Assisted Hous
ing. Pub. L. 102-27, 105 Stat. 151 (1991). 

Fiscal Year 1990: $47,700,000: rescission of 
budget authority for the Federal Water Pol
lution Control Act. Pub. L. 101-144, 103 Stat. 
857 (1989); 

Fiscal year: 
1992 .. ............................. 
1991 ····················· ··· ······································· ························ ············ ······ 
1990 ....... .... ... ...... ......................................... ................................... 
1989 ············ .... .. ...................................... ....................... .. ......... 
1988 ....... .... ......................... ....... 
1987 ............................ ............. . ..................... ... ...... 
1986 ....... ....... ................ 
1985 ...................... ... 
1984 .................................................................. .. ............. ........................ 
1983 ..................................... ......... ........... .......... 
1982 .... ... .. ............................................... .......... ........... ............. ... ............ 
1981 ........................ ... .. .... ....... .. .. ...................... .......................... ...... .... ... 
1980 ............. ..... .. ........... ... .... ... ............. 
1979 ............ 
1978 ....... ..... ... ..... .. .............. .. . ............... ............ . 
1977 ............................ .............. .. ..... 
1976 ...... .... .... ........ .. ......................... . ..... ... ............ ............ 
1975 ...................... .. ... ........... .... ........ ............... ...................... 
1974 ....... .......... .... .. . 

Total: 1974-92 ......................... 

s. 2403 ..... ..... . ... .. ........... ...................... 

Total 
Total rescissions··;;;;a·cle'd''iiy' 'congres·s··;;;··excess' '(ij''amounis''reques'ie'ci'''by 

various Presidents (1974-1992), including rescissions contained in S. 
2403 ...... ... .. ............. .. .......... ........... ................. ... ... ..... .... .. .. 

Fiscal Year 1989: $10,600,000: rescission of 
fiscal year 1989 Research, Development, Test, 
and Evaluation, Navy, funds in the 1989 Act 
Implementing the Bipartisan Accord on 
Central America. Pub. L. 101-14, 103 Stat. 39 
(1989). 

Fiscal Year 1986: $210,000: rescission of Of
fice of Surface Mining Reclamation and En
forcement budget authority. Pub. L. 99-349, 
100 Stat. 732 (1986); $10,000,000: rescission of 
FBI funds for a relocation. Pub. L. 99-349, 100 
Stat. 715 (1986). 

Fiscal Year 1985: $1,287,000: this rescission 
(number RS&-236) for ACTION was inadvert
ently deleted from our tables for Presi
dential rescission proposals enacted by Con
gress. 

Fiscal Year 1982: $1,505,000: rescission in 
the Legislative Branch Appropriation Act, 
Pub. L. 97-51, 95 Stat. 958 (1981). 

Fiscal Year 1981: $13,500,000: rescission of 
funds provided for Human Development 
Services. Pub. L. 97-12, 95 Stat. 55 (1981); 
$46,400,000: this was a rescission of Senate 
Funds. Pub. L. 97-12, 95 Stat. 61 (1981); in the 

SUMMARY OF RESCISSIONS ENACTED BY CONGRESS 
[Fiscal years: 1974--Current) 

Number of re
scissions pro

posed by 
President 

Total amount pro
posed by Presi

dent for rescission 

Number of 
proposals ac

cepted by 
Congress 

Notes 
Total amount of 

proposals enacted 
by Congress 

128 $7,879,473,690 0 0 
30 4,859,251,000 8 $286,419,000 
11 554,258,000 0 0 
6 143,100,000 I 2,053,000 
0 0 0 0 

73 5,835,800,000 2 36,000,000 
83 10,126,900,000 4 143,210,000 

245 1,856,087,000 98 173,699,000 
9 636,400,000 3 55,375,000 

21 1,569,000,000 0 0 
32 7,907,400,000 5 ...... j 4,365,486,000 

133 15,361 ,900,000 101 10,880,935,550 
59 1,618,100,000 34 777,698,446 
11 908,700,000 9 723,609,000 
12 1,290,100,000 5 518,655,000 
20 1,926,930,000 9 813,690,000 
50 3,582,000,000 7 148,331,000 
87 2,722,000,000 38 386,295,370 
2 495,635,000 0 0 

1,012 69,273,034,690 324 19,311,454,366 

. ..... .... .... ... .... ..... ... 

.. ......................... 

table for Presidential rescission proposals 
enacted by the Congress, for rescission num
ber R81-81, HUD Community Planning and 
Development, the amount approved by the 
Congress for rescission was $15,976,000 and 
not $34,976,000. 

Fiscal Year 1980: $10,000,000: rescission of 
funds appropriated for the Mutual Self-Help 
Housing program. Pub. L. 96-304, 94 Stat. 858 
(1980); $1,000,000: rescission of funds appro
priated for contingent expenses of the Sen
ate. Pub. L. 96-304, 94 Stat. 889 (1980); 
$220,000,000: rescission of funds appropriated 
for the purchase of government furniture. 
Pub. L. 96-304, 94 Stat. 927 (1980). 

Fiscal Year 1977: $13,900,000: rescission of 
contract authority for Public Lands Develop
ment Roads and Trails. Pub. L. 94-373, 90 
Stat. 1043 (1976); $118,995,000: rescission of 
contract authority for Road Construction. 
Pub. L. 94-373, 90 Stat. 1047 (1976); $39,827,943: 
rescission of contract authority for Roads 
and Trails. Pub. L. 94-373, 90 Stat. 1056 (1976). 

Number of re
sciss ions initi
ated by Con-

gress 

27 
26 
71 
11 
61 
52 
7 

12 
7 

11 
5 

43 
33 
I 
4 
3 
0 
1 
3 

378 

Total amount of 
rescissions initi
ated by Congress 

$1,415,567,000 
1,420,467,000 
2,304,986,000 

325,913,000 
3,888,663,000 

12,359,390,675 
5,409,410,000 
5,458,621,000 
2,188,689,000 

310,605,000 
48,432,000 

3,736,490,000 
3,238,206,100 

47,500,000 
67,164,000 

172,722,943 
0 

4,999,704 
I ,400,412,000 

43,798,239,022 

.. ... .. ........ .. ......... 

.... ..... .. ........... 

Total rescis
sions enacted 

27 
34 
71 
12 
61 
54 
11 

110 
10 
II 
10 

144 
67 
10 
9 

12 
7 

39 
3 

702 

Total amount of 
budgetary author

ity rescinded 

$1,415,567,000 
1,706,886,000 
2,304,986,000 

327,966,000 
3,888,663,000 

12,395,390,675 
5,552,620,000 
5,632,320,000 
2,244,064,000 

310,605,000 
4,413,918,000 

14,617,426,150 
4,015,902,546 

771,109,000 
585,819,000 
986,412,943 
148,331,000 
391 ,295,074 

1,400,412,000 

63,109,693,388 

8,287,546,644 

71,397,240,032 

2,124,205,342 

Notes.-As of April 14, 1992. These entries include 127 proposed rescissions in the total amount of $7,862,773,690 which the Congress is currently considering. The Military Construction Appropriations Act , Fiscal Year 1991, approved 
most of the rescissions proposed by the President in Fiscal Year 1990, 41 days alter the funds were released for obligation under the Impoundment Control Act . The following individual projects were not "approved" for rescission: Central 
District Center, Phase Ill, Red River, Texas-$39.000,000 in proposed rescission R90--4; addition to Flight Simulator, Luke Air Force Base, Arizona-$1,900,000 in proposed rescission R90-5; installation of fireplaces in SOQ, WPAFB, 
Dhio-$56,000 in proposed rescission R90-10.Thirty-three rescission proposals for $1,142,364,000 proposed by President Carter in Fiscal Year 1981 have not been included in this table because the rescissions were converted to deferrals 
by President Reagan in his Fifth Special Message for Fiscal Year 1981, dated February 13, 1981. The total amount of budgetary authority rescinded is understated due to rescissions of indefinite amounts, as explained in tbe scope and 
methodology statement. (see enclosure). 

RESCISSIONS BY PRESIDENTIAL ADMINISTRATION UNDER THE IMPOUNDMENT CONTROL ACT 

Fiscal year: 
1992 .. .. ..... ......................... .. ·· ··················· ·· · 
1991 ..................................... . 
1990 .. ...... ............................. .... ............ ..... . 
1989 .......................... .. ........... ...................... . .. . ........ ....... ......... .. . 

Total .... 

Fiscal year: 
1989 ............ . 
1988 ........ . 
1987 .... ....... .. ... ... .. ...................... ........... . 
1986 ............ ....... . 
1985 ···················· ·· ·· 
1984 ······················ ··································· ..................... ......... . 
1983 ..... ................................................................................ . 
1982 ............................... . . ....................................... .. 
1981 .. ............................. ······· ····················· 

Total .............................. . 

Rescissions proposed by Presi
dent Bush 

Number 

128 
30 
11 
0 

169 

Total amount 

$7,879,473,690 
4,859,251 ,000 

554,258,000 
0 

13,292,982,690 

Rescissions proposed by Presi
dent Reagan 

Number Total amount 

6 $143,100,000 
0 0 

73 5,835,800,000 
83 10,126,900,000 

245 I ,856,087,000 
9 636,400,000 

21 I ,569,000,000 
32 7,907,400,000 

133 15,361 ,900,000 

602 43,436,587,000 

Presidential proposals accepted by Congress 

Number accepted Total amount 

286,419,000 

Percent accepted 

0 
27 
0 
0 

Presidential proposals accepted by Congress 

Number accepted Total amount Percent accepted 

1 $2,053,000 17 
0 0 0 
2 36,000,000 3 
4 143,210,000 5 

98 173,699,000 40 
3 55,375,000 33 
0 0 0 
5 4,365,486,000 16 

101 10,880,935,550 76 

214 15,656,758,550 36 

Rescissions initiated by Con
gress during Bush administra

tion 

Number 

27 
26 
71 
11 

135 

Total amount 

$1,415,567,000 
1,420,467,000 
2,304,986,000 

325,913,000 

5,466,933,000 

Rescissions initiated by Con
gress during Reagan adminis

tration 

Number Total amount 

0 0 
61 $3,888,663,000 
52 12,359,390,675 
7 5,409,410,000 

12 5,458,621 ,000 
7 2,188,689,000 

11 310,605,000 
5 48,432,000 

43 3,736,490,600 

198 33,400,301,275 
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Rescissions proposed by Presi

dent Carter 

Number Tot a I a mount 

Presidential proposals accepted by Congress 

Number accepted Total amount Percent accepted 

Rescissions initiated by Con
gress during the Carter admin

istration 

Number Total amount 

Fiscal year: 
1981 ...................... .. ............................................................................ ....................... ........................... 33 $1 ,142,364,000 0 0 0 0 0 
1980 ········ ·· ·················· ···················· ·· ······ ·· ·················· ·· ···················· ····· ···················· ··························· 59 1,618,100,000 34 $777,696,446 58 33 $3,238,206,100 
1979 ............. .. ...... .. ..... .......................... ... ............................ ............................ ..................................... 11 908,700,000 9 723,609,000 82 I 47,500,000 
1978 ..................... .. ..................................................... .. .. :.................................... ................................. 12 1,290,100,000 5 518,655,000 42 4 67,164,000 
1977 .................................. ............•.....•...................... ......................................................................... 7 791,552,000 2 96,090,000 29 3 172,722,943 -------------------------------------------------------------

Total .............................. .................................................. .................................................................. 89 4,608,452,000 50 2,116,050,446 55 41 3,525,593,043 
Note.-The 33 rescissions proposed in 1981 by President Carter were converted to deferrals by President Reagan in his filth special message of fiscal year 1981 , dated Feb. 13, 1981. 

Rescissions proposed by Presi
dent Ford 

Presidential proposals accepted by Congress Rescissions initiated by Con
gress during the Ford adminis

tration 

Fiscal year: 
1977 ........................................... ................... . 
1976 ······························································· 
1975 ... ................................... ... .. ................... . 

Number 

13 
50 
87 

Total amount Number accepted 

1974 ............................................. .. ............................................................................ ........... . 2 

$1,135.378,000 
3,582,000,000 
2,722,000,000 

495,635,000 

7 
7 

38 
0 

Total ......................................... ... ................................................. .... . 

Mr. BYRD. My colleague, Senator 
HATFIELD, is attending a meeting just 
now off the floor. I will yield the floor, 
and he will make whatever remarks he 
wishes to make upon his return. 

I again congratulate my friend, Sen
ator INOUYE, on the work that he has 
put into this effort, and I thank him 
for that work. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, before I 
proceed, I wish to commend the chair
man of the full committee, the Senator 
from West Virginia, for this most com
prehensive and definitive presentation 
on this very complex issue. And, on a 
personal note, I thank my chairman for 
his very, very generous remarks. 

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Senator, who 
is the ranking member on the Demo
cratic side on the committee. 

Mr. President, I yield such time as 
the Senator may require off the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
GORE). The Senator may proceed. 

Mr. INOUYE.- Mr. President, the 
President proposed to rescind $7 billion 
from funds under the jurisdiction of 
the defense subcommittee. Thursday 
last, Mr. President, I presented a much 
more definitive statement on the issue 
before us but I believe that as chair
man of the subcommittee on defense I 
am obligated to give this summary. 

Of this amount, $2.9 billion was from 
the Navy's Seawolf submarine program. 
The second largest rescission of $1.1 
billion was for equipment for our Na
tional Guard and Reserve Forces. To
gether these two areas account for 
more than $4 billion of the President's 
$7 billion defense rescission request. 

In addition, the President proposed 
to rescind funds from several programs 
which were key to our overwhelming 
victory in Operation Desert Storm. 
These include $133 million from the 
Army's AHIP helicopter, $225 million 
to upgrade the M-1 tank, and $130 mil
lion from the Navy's smart missile, 
Slam. The recommendations included 
in the bills before the Senate reject 
virtually all of the President's propos
als in these areas. 

152 7,935,013,000 

At the direction of the chairman of 
the committee, the recommended re
scission of funds under the jurisdiction 
of the Defense Subcommittee con
tained in S. 2403 are equivalent to the 
amounts proposed by the President. In 
fact, the committee bill recommends 
rescissions of $7.068 billion, $63 million 
more than proposed by the President. 
The committee bill supports the con
struction of two Seawolf submarines, 
but rescinds $565 million from the 
Seawolf program for items which would 
have been for future Seawolf produc
tion. 

To reach the total amount requested 
for rescission by the President, the 
committee recommends reductions of 
$1.3 billion from the Strategic Defense 
Initiative, $1 billion from the B-2 
bomber and $131 million from the na
tional aerospace plane. Even with this 
reduction in SDI, sufficient funds 
would remain in the program to safe
guard all funds provided for the Thea
ter Missile Defense Program proposed 
by the Congress last year. The funds 
from the B- 2 program are available for 
rescission because of fencing language 
included in the Defense Authorization 
Act. 

Under that act, this $1 billion cannot 
be obligated in fiscal year 1992. There
fore, the funds are not needed at this 
time. The Appropriations Committee 
will reconsider this matter in conjunc
tion with the 1993 budget request. 

In other matters of interest, the com
mittee bill includes a general provision 
which would eliminate funds provided 
as grants to specific universities as 
proposed by the President. 

The committee bill also proposes a 
prov1s1on to eliminate funds ear
marked for museums. The provision 
goes further and denies the use of any 
funds for military museums. It seems 
fair if the museums proposed by Con
gress last year are not to be funded, 
then no museums should be funded. 

Mr. President, the defense portion of 
this bill is very long and detailed. 
Some 120 programs are recommended 
for reductions. The specific rec-

52 

lola I a mount 

$717,600,000 
148,331,000 
386,295,370 

0 

1,252,226,370 

Percent accepted 

54 
14 
44 
0 

34 

Number Total amount 

0 
0 

$4,999,704 
1.400,412,000 

1,405,411,704 

ommendations are described in the re
ports, which have been made available 
to all Members. So I urge my col
leagues to support the bill as proposed 
by the Senator from West Virginia, the 
chairman of the Appropriations Com
mittee. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I yield to 

the distinguished Senator from Michi
gan [Mr. LEVIN]. How much time does 
he require? 

Mr. LEVIN. May I have 15 minutes? 
Mr. BYRD. I yield 15 minutes, then, 

off the amendment. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Michigan is recognized. 
Mr. LEVIN. First, let me thank the 

chairman for yielding the time. I com
mend him and Senator INOUYE for the 
tremendous work they have put in on 
this subject. I support what they have 
done, and I want to focus on just one 
aspect of what they have done, which is 
the rescission relative to the inventory 
budget item that the Pentagon had in 
last year and does not need because 
they have so much excess. It is a sub
ject Senator BYRD and Senator INOUYE 
and I have talked about at some 
length. I worked closely with them and 
their staffs on this subject, and I would 
like to spend some time on it this 
morning. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from Michigan for his gen
erous remarks. I am sure I speak on be
half of Senator INOUYE, who is here as 
well. But I also want to thank the Sen
ator for his leadership, his excellent 
leadership, and the great amount of 
study and the mountainous amount of 
work he has done on this matter as a 
member of the Senate Armed Services 
Committee. It was the Senator from 
Michigan who really opened the door, 
pointed the way, and led us in this di
rection. I thank him and congratulate 
him. 

Mr. LEVIN. I thank my friend. I am 
most appreciative for those comments. 

Mr. President, the committee is pro
posing about a $500 million reduction 
in appropriations for inventory spend-
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ing. I believe this cut is an important 
step toward bringing wasteful inven
tory spending practices under control. 

Several of us in the Senate have been 
investigating the Pentagon supply sys
tem for a number of years. We have un
covered waste and excess of significant 
proportions. Using GAO figures, as a 
matter of fact, I have concluded that 
about half of the supplies in the Penta
gon's warehouse do not need to be 
there. That is about $50 billion worth 
of supplies that we should not be 
warehousing. That $50 billion in excess 
includes everything from standard-size 
triple A batteries, to aspirin, to auto
mobile tires. It does not include in the 
excess that I have referred to, war re
serves, and it does not include inven
tory that is required for peacetime op
erating purposes. 

We have found items in warehouses 
that have been stored there, and again 
we are not talking war reserves, stored 
there for 40 years. We found items for 
which we have sometimes a 10- or a 15-
or a 40-year supply. We have tried 
many approaches to limiting the Pen
tagon's purchase of excess inventory. 
Last year, I authored a successful 
amendment to prohibit the Pentagon 
from making any purchase which 
would result in more than a 2-year sup
ply. This year the General Accounting 
Office has recommended that a $5 bil
lion cut from last year's level in the 
authorization for appropriations for 
the purchase of inventory items. That 
proposal has given the Pentagon a 
major case of indigestion. It is a cut 
that they say they cannot swallow. 

So what have they done? They have 
come before Congress and they fudged 
the numbers. They have done so re
peatedly so that it not only takes that 
rocket scientist, that we all refer to, to 
understand what is going on in the 
Pentagon supply system, it takes a 
Sherlock Holmes as well because the 
Pentagon constantly changes the num
bers on us. 

Every year we get a different story 
from the Department of Defense. In 
1990, we tried to cut the inventory 
budget. We were given one set of num
bers to prove that it could not be done. 
In 1991, we tried again and were given a 
completely different set of numbers 
covering the same period to show that 
the budget was impossible to cut. And 
this year, when there is no doubt that 
the inventory budget will be cut and 
cut substantially, they have given us a 
third set of numbers. 

Last year, they said there was no 
room in the budget for cuts, that it 
could not be done. This year they are 
telling us, we already did it. 

The problem is that the numbers 
that the Department of Defense gave 
us this year, like the numbers they 
have given us in previous years, are er
roneous. In the best case, the Depart
ment of Defense does not understand 
its own inventory accounting system. 

In the worst case, these numbers are 
intentionally misleading. 

We have asked the Department of De
fense three very basic questions about 
the secondary item inventory. We have 
asked: How much has total Department 
of Defense inventory been reduced? We 
have asked: How much has the excess 
portion of that inventory been re
duced? And we have asked: How much 
has the Department of Defense's appro
priation request been reduced from last 
year's level? In each case, the Depart
ment of Defense has given us answers 
that are wrong, significantly wrong. 

The DOD accounting system is not a 
simple one, and these are not easy is
sues to explain on the Senate floor. But 
I believe that the distortions are too 
important to let pass without com
ment. 

First, the size of the Department of 
Defense's overall inventory. The de
partment came to the Governmental 
Affairs Committee last year and said 
that they had reduced their inventory 
by $8 billion in fiscal year 1990. We had 
the General Accounting Office ·look at 
that and it turned out that what they 
had done was to revalue existing inven
tory and just simply decide that it was 
worth $8 billion less then they pre
viously said. Almost nothing came out 
of the warehouses. They just changed 
the valuation method to reduce the 
book value of the same inventory. 

The Department of Defense then ac
knowledged that they had revalued the 
inventory and that the revaluation ac
counted for virtually all of the so
called inventory reduction that they 
had reported to. 

This year the Department of Defense 
came back and testified before both the 
Senate Armed Services Committee and 
the Governmental Affairs Committee 
that they reduced inventory by rough
ly $15 billion in fiscal year 1991. I have 
charts that were used by the DOD Con
troller Sean O'Keefe and Defense As
sistant Secretary McMillan to show 
these reductions. Here you see Mr. 
O'Keefe's chart showing that inventory 
was reduced from $101.8 billion to $87.7 
billion in 1 year, .from 1990 to 1991. 

Next, we have Mr. McMillan's chart 
showing a greater reduction from $101 
billion in 1990 to $84 billion in 1991. 

This time we were on to them and we 
asked how much of this approximate 
$15 billion-it differed between O'Keefe 
and McMillan, but approximately $15 
billion-so we said how much of that 
reduction was really due to revaluation 
of existing inventory rather than an 
actual physical reduction of inventory 
in the warehouses? Their answer re
peated at least five times before my 
subcommittee was none. No revalu
ation they told us. That is real reduc
tion, physical reduction in inventory. 

Mr. McMillan stated on the record 
that the $15 billion reduction was an 
actual reduction in physical inventory; 
that none of it came from revaluation; 

that it was based on an apples-and-ap
ples comparison of the fiscal year 1991 
numbers to the fiscal year 1990 num
bers. 

There is only one problem with those 
repeated statements. Every one of 
them was untrue. In fact, there was an
other revaluation in 1991 and that re
valuation reduced the book value of 
the Department of Defense inventory 
by more than $9 billion. So that if you 
value the inventory the same way in 
fiscal year 1991, as you did in fiscal · 
year 1990, the inventory did not go 
from $101.8 billion to $87 billion, or $84 
billion, as Mr. O'Keefe and Mr. McMil
lan claim respectively. It only went 
from $101.8 to $97.3 billion. 

When confronted with detail post 
hearing questions from my subcommi t
tee after several calls back and forth, 
the Department of Defense has ac
knowledged that the real apples-to-ap
ples comparison, based on the same 
valuation method in both years, is be
tween $101 billion in 1990 and $97 billion 
in 1991. Those are the real figures. 
These are the ones that they presented 
to the committee, 101 to 84. The real 
figures are 101 to 97. 

So instead of the inventory being 
physically reduced by the $14 billion, as 
Mr. O'Keefe claimed, or by the $17 bil
lion, as Mr. McMillan claimed, more 
than $9 billion of that amount was sim
ply a result of revaluation on the Pen
tagon's books. The actual reduction in 
inventory was only about $4.5 billion in 
an apples-to-apples comparison. 

What does that mean about this 
chart Mr. O'Keefe used at the Armed 
Services Committee hearing? It means 
they were flat wrong. It is wrong when 
it states that $96.9 billion was the total 
without revaluation for fiscal year 
1991, because this total, $96.9, is after 
the 1990 revaluation. It is not without 
revaluation as represented on this 
chart; it is with revaluation. And it is 
wrong when it represents that the DOD 
reduced its inventory by 11 to 14 per
cent, 13.4 percent, between fiscal year 
1990 and fiscal year 1991. In fact, the ac
tual physical reduction of . inventory 
was no more than one-third of that 
amount. 

Now the second issue. What about the 
portion of the Department of Defense's 
inventory that is excess? So far we 
have been talking about the total in
ventory. What about the portion of the 
inventory of that total which is excess 
to their requirements? 

They do not like to admit they have 
any excess inventory. They call it by 
all sorts of other names. They call it 
inactive inventory, inapplicable inven
tory, economic and contingency reten
tion inventory or even, believe it or 
not, potential reuse inventory. The 
bottom line is the stuff exceeds current 
requirements and will not be used, if 
ever. Twelve years ago the Department 
of Defense acknowledged having $34 
billion of inventory in that category, 



10150 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE May 5, 1992 
inventory that exceeds requirements. 
Now they claim dramatic progress. Ex
cess inventory has been reduced by al
most 40 percent they say, and not in
cluding the effects of any revaluation. 
It was $34 billion and now it is $21 bil
lion they say. 

We are talking about the excess por
tion of their total inventory. Here is a 
quote from this year's Department of 
Defense posture statement about re
ductions in inactive inventory. 

In terms of actual material * * * inactive 
inventory-items not expected to be used 
within the current budget cycle-was re
duced (from the end of FY 1989 to the end of 
FY 1991) from $34.4 billion to $21.4 billion. 

That is their report to the Congress. 
This is not some casual statement. 
This is the DOD's official Annual Re
port to the President and to the Con
gress. That is what we are supposed to 
rely on, what the President is supposed 
to rely on, and the country is supposed 
to rely on, in determining what the 
DOD budget requires. 

By the way, when the Department of 
Defense says an item is "not expected 
to be used within the current budget 
cycle" they mean they have no require
ment for it now, that they will not 
have a requirement for it for a year 
from now, and they do not expect to 
have a requirement 2 years from now. 
They may use up other stocks and de
velop a need for the items sometime 
after 2 years, but then again they may 
not. 

So, has the Department of Defense 
reduced the excess inventory by the $13 
billion, $34 billion to the $21 billion as 
they claim? The answer is no. That 
statement is false. Other Department 
of Defense documents, supplied later, 
show that the excess inventory has de
clined by far less. 

Here is a chart that the Department 
of Defense provided us several weeks 
after that posture statement that I just 
read was issued. And you can see that 
it shows the excess inventory. This is a 
chart of excess inventory, dropping 
from $34.4 billion in fiscal year 1989, to 
$30.7 billion in fiscal year 1991. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's 15 minutes has expired. 

Mr. LEVIN. I wonder if the chairman 
might yield me 5 more minutes? 

Mr. BYRD. I yield 5 additional min-
utes. 

Mr. LEVIN. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. BYRD. Off the bill. 
Mr. LEVIN. Where did they get that 

$21 billion number that they used? 
Down here. That is the $21 billion they 
used. They just simply excluded this 
part of the excess inventory from their 
posture statement. They just simply 
left it out. They just simply decided 
not to include it. And $9 billion of the 
excess inventory, by their own chart 
which they had later supplied to us, 
was just simply ignored in their pos
ture statement. They did not reduce 
the inventory by that $9 billion. They 

just simply left it out when it came to 
reporting to the Congress. 

So how much progress has the DOD 
made in reducing excess inventory? 
About the same as their progress in re
ducing total inventory-not much. The 
Department of Defense figures show 
that excess inventory has been re
duced, at most, from $34 billion to $31 
billion, and even that reduction is ex
aggerated by the impact of the Depart
ment's fiscal year 1990 inventory reval
uation. So in the case of excess inven
tory, as in the case of total inventory, 
the bottom line is the DOD has yet to 
make a substantial reduction. 

That brings us to a third key ques
tion-the level of Department of De
fense request for inventory appropria
tions. How much are they spending on 
inventory purchases now, and how 
much does the Department want for 
next year? Once we know that, we 
should be able to figure out how much 
we can reduce these purchases in order 
to reduce unneeded stocks and to start 
bring total inventory in line. 

Back in January the General Ac
counting Office wrote us a letter say
ing that the Department of Defense in
ventory appropriations could be re
duced by at least $5 billion from the 
previous levels without any adverse 
impact on the national defense. The 
GAO letter said: 

Based on our evaluations of past budget re
quests, we believe the amount budgeted for 
secondary items for fiscal year 1993 should be 
at least $5 billion less than the amount budg
eted in fiscal year 1992. The potential cuts 
would be in the operations and maintenance 
appropriations and other appropriations 
* * * which are also used to fund secondary 
items. 

The DOD Comptroller responded to 
this assessment-about as we have 
come to expect-by saying we should 
not cut the $5 billion, because (a) it 
would severely undermine the national 
defense, and believe it or not, (b) they 
had already done it. First he tells us it 
would undermine defense to do it, and 
then he says in the same letter they 
have already done it. Talk about argu
ments in the alternative. 

The letter from the DOD Comptroller 
in response to the General Accounting 
Office said that: 

With respect to the funds budgeted for sec
ondary items in the FY 1993 program, I'm 
sure you're pleased that the FY 1992/93 budg
ets are down approximately $6 billion from 
the budget levels submitted last year. 

Then the Comptroller says, he tells 
the GAO "This exceeds your suggested 
reduction of $5 billion." 

So, did the budget that the DOD sub
mitted actually exceed the GAO's sug
gested $5 billion reduction in the funds 
available for the purchase of secondary 
items? No. Again, this statement is in
accurate: it is misleading. 

In fact, the Department of Defense 
has asked for $3.5 billion less in inven
tory appropriations this year than it 
got last year-not $6 billion. And the 

$3.5 billion less includes the $2 billion 
in surplus funds that they want to 
spend for inventory items. So the real 
reduction is $1.5 billion from last year, 
not the S6 billion by which they said 
they had already reduced the budget 
request. 

In short, the Department of Defense 
was wrong when it told us that the 
total inventory had been reduced by $15 
billion. It had not. The DOD was wrong 
when they told us that excess inven
tory had been reduced by $13 billion. It 
had not. The DOD was wrong when it 
told us that they had reduced their 
budget request for inventory appropria
tions by $6 billion. That has not been 
done either. 

DOD has provided Congress with in
accurate and misleading information 
on each of the key inventory issues-
the overall size of the inventory, the 
size of the excess inventory, and the 
spending levels last year and the re
quest for this year. 

I am afraid, and I am sad to say, that 
we cannot rely on the key numbers 
that are provided by the DOD on that 
issue. We should be able to rely on 
those numbers. I wish we could. We 
have the responsibility to oversee that 
process. What the Department has done 
is to make that much more difficult. 

So the substantial reductions which 
we are proposing and the first step in 
that regard is $500 million in this re
scission bill that the chairman has 
brought to the floor is very appro
priate. It is based on a sound assess
ment of what the real numbers are. 

I commend both Senator BYRD and 
Senator INOUYE and their staffs for 
working so hard on this issue with us 
to do the right thing to get the excess 
inventory eliminated, to cut out the 
wasteful spending and the warehousing 
of all this excess inventory, and to try 
to reduce unnecessary spending i? this 
area. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 

the distinguished Senator for his re
marks, and I also thank him for his 
leadership on this issue. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. I ask that the time be 
equally charged against both sides on 
the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, the 
chairman of our committee, Senator 
BYRD, has given a very detailed expla
nation of the parliamentary procedure, 
as well as the substance, of our vehicle. 

At this point, I ask unanimous con
sent that I be designated to control the 
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time on the committee substitute, as 
the unanimous-consent agreement has 
already been arrived at, to control the 
time between the chairman and the 
ranking member on the committee bill. 

The chairman has acquired the unan
imous consent to control the time on 
the committee substitute for his side. 

I, therefore, put the same request to 
control the time on this side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I 
yield myself such time as I may need 
for a few remarks on this bill. 

As I said in our committee markup of 
this rescission bill, I regret that the 
Senate is here today considering this 
measure. I believe the Committee on 
Appropriations made sound rec
ommendations to the Senate when it 
first considered the fiscal year 1992 ap
propriations bills. Those recommenda
tions were supported, in the main, by 
this body in its consideration of our 
recommended amendments to appro
priations bills passed by the other body 
and in its adoption of the conference 
reports on those bills. 

We had those particular step-by-step 
opportunities to work the will of the 
Senate, and the Senate will was 
worked. The House will was worked, 
and we put together a conference re
port from those two vehicles. 

Mr. President, it should be noted 
that all the regular 1992 appropriations 
bills presented to the President were 
eventually signed into law. That is an
other step. There were some vetoes by 
the President, but those were on the 
basis of legislative provisions, not 
funding levels. Once the objectionable 
provisions were dropped, the bills were 
signed into law by the President. 

It should be noted that throughout 
the 1992 appropriations process, as well 
as those previous, and as well as today 
and the bills in the future, the adminis
tration was intimately involved with 
our deliberations. They were literally 
at our elbow through the committee 
hearings, through the committees 
markups, and certainly I represented 
the administration as the ranking Re
publican on that committee and its 
views and perspectives on different oc
casions as did other Republican rank
ing members of each of the 13 sub
committees. 

We were successful in winning our 
support for many-indeed, for most--of 
the administration's priorities in the 
normal process of our committee. 

So I am disappointed that now, fully 
7 months into the fiscal year, we are 
considering a rescission bill to reverse 
ourselves on a number of our funding 
decisions. Nevertheless, while I wish 
the President had not proposed these 
rescissions, I completely understand 
his rights under title X of the Budget 
Act to do so, and I completely under
stand the committee's right to respond 
with this particular bill. In fact, I have 

often suggested this very course of ac
tion to my colleagues as an alternative 
to the more radical proposition and to
tally unacceptable proposition of the 
so-called enhanced rescissions. 

And although a title X rescission bill, 
such as the one before us, may be very 
rare, rescissions themselves are not 
rare. The Congress has enacted rescis
sions of previously appropriated funds 
in every year since the Budget Act be
came law. Since 1974, the several Presi
dents have requested Congress to re
scind $69 billion in the aggregate, and 
Congress has responded by enacting re
scissions to only $63 billion in the ag
gregate. 

So despite my reservation about the 
series of events that has brought us 
here today, I believe the committee's 
response to the President's proposal is 
appropriate, and we should proceed 
with the debate and any amendments. 

Mr. President, for the benefit of my 
colleagues on this side of the aisle, I in
dicate that the parliamentary proce
dure which we have embarked upon 
preserves the right of every Senator on 
either side of the aisle to offer perfect
ing amendments to the product that 
the committee has worked out in con
junction with the majority and minor
ity in each of the 13 subcommittees. I 
support the vehicle that is before us. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I sug

gest the absence of a quorum. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan

imous consent that the time be 
charged equally against both sides on 
the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan

imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that 15 minutes of the 
time that I have charged against my
self on the amendment be shifted to 
time off my side on the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum, and I ask 
unanimous consent that the time be 
equally charged against both sides on 
the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan

imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
KERRY). Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, it is my 
understanding that Senator ROTH wish
es to speak for 10 minutes on a matter 
which is not related to the pending 
measure. I ask unanimous consent that 
the 10 minutes which will be consumed 
by Mr. ROTH be charged equally against 
both sides on the pending amendment. 

By way of explanation, the quorum 
call is being so charged, so I think we 
might as well charge the time the Sen
ator wishes to use in the same way. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Hearing none, the time will 
be charged to both sides accordingly. 

The Senator from Delaware is recog
nized for a time not to exceed 10 min
utes. 

Mr. ROTH. I thank the distinguished 
Senator from West Virginia for his 
courtesy. 

(The remarks of Mr. ROTH pertaining 
to the submission of Senate Resolution 
291 are located in today's RECORD under 
"Submission of Concurrent and Senate 
Resolutions.") 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I make a 
point of order that a quorum is not 
present. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the time consumed 
in the quorum call be charged equally 
against both sides on the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the time of the quorum call 
will be charged to both sides. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The bill clerk proceeded to call the 

roll. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan

imous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, how much 
time remains for each side on the bill 
and on the amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from West Virginia has 351/2 min
utes on the amendment; 3 hours and 43 
minutes on the bill. 

The Senator from Oregon has 321/2 
minutes on the amendment, 5 hours on 
the bill. 

RECESS 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the Senate will 
stand in recess until the hour of 2:15 
p.m. 

Thereupon, at 12:31 p.m., the Senate 
recessed until 2:16 p.m.; whereupon, the 
Senate reassembled when called to 
order by the Presiding Officer [Mr. 
ADAMS]. 

RESCISSION OF CERTAIN BUDGET 
AUTHORITY 

The Senate continued with the con
sideration of the bill. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, if no Sen
ator seeks recognition, I suggest · the 
absence of a quorum, and I ask unani-
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mous consent that the time be equally 
charged against both sides on the 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. The clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I ask the 
distinguished chairman of the Appro
priations Committee whether, since it 
is my understanding the parliamentary 
procedure at this time is we are consid
ering the substitute, he feels it would 
be appropriate at this time for me to 
propose my amendment in the form of 
an amendment to the substitute or to 
wait until the distinguished Appropria
tions Committee chairman has offered 
the substitute? 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, under the 
act and under the rules of the Senate, 
I say to my distinguished friend, all 
time on the amendment must expire or 
be yielded back before another amend
ment would be in order. 

Mr. McCAIN. If the chairman would 
explain a little further, I would appre
ciate his advice as to how many hours 
we will remain in this condition? 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the Senator may be 
speaking on time allotted to the other 
side controlled by Mr. HATFIELD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is recognized on Senator McCAIN's 
time because he sought recognition and 
has the floor. So the time is running 
against the Senator from Oregon. 

Mr. BYRD. I would say in response to 
the distinguished Senator that I plan 
to offer a substitute for the committee 
substitute at such time as the time on 
the committee substitute has expired. I 
would have to wait until that time has 
expired or yield back the time unless 
by unanimous consent we could con
sider that the time has expired. Then I 
could proceed to introduce the sub
stitute. There will be a time during the 
afternoon when a perfecting amend
ment would certainly be in order and 
the Senator, if he gets recognition at 
that time, certainly would be able to 
present his amendment then. 

Mr. McCAIN. May I respectfully re
mind the distinguished chairman, that 
I approached him at approximately 12 
o'clock and said that I would like to 
propose my amendment. 

Mr. BYRD. Yes. 
Mr. McCAIN. At that time, I was told 

by the distinguished chairman that it 
would be appropriate after lunch for 
me to propose this amendment, and I 
thanked the chairman at that time. 
Did I misunderstand the distinguished 
chairman, or has something changed 
since I approached the distinguished 
chairman before lunch? If so , at what 

time would the distinguished chairman 
think it appropriate for my amend
ment to be offered on this very impor
tant issue? 

Mr. BYRD. Is the Senator prepared 
now to yield to me for a response? 

Mr. McCAIN. The Senator is prepared 
to yield to the distinguished chairman 
for response to my question. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I will re
mind the Senator that when he dis
cussed this prior to lunch I told him it 
was my plan to lay down a substitute 
for the committee substitute and that 
I then intended to seek to lay down a 
substitute to the substitute to the 
committee substitute, after which, 
amendments in the way of perfecting 
amendments would be in order, and at 
that time, if he could get recognition, 
he could offer his amendment. Nothing 
has changed. But under the rules the 
time on the pending amendment must 
expire or be yielded back before an
other amendment is in order. 

So I am not in a position at this 
point, until the time has expired on the 
pending committee substitute, to offer 
one of the substitutes therefor. Noth
ing has changed. Everything is pre
cisely as I said it was before lunch and 
when I earlier responded to the Sen
ator. 

Mr. McCAIN. I thank the chairman 
for his elaboration. That was not the 
impression I now receive from him be
fore lunch. Perhaps I misunderstood 
him. But, I do not think it is unreason
able for me to ask the distinguished 
chairman, who is in charge of the legis
lation on the floor, as to what time 
would he think appropriate that I bring 
up an amendment. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield. 

Mr. McCAIN. I will be glad to yield to 
·the chairman for a response. But I do 
feel that I asked my question in good 
faith before lunch. I would ask again, 
at what point during the 10 hours of de
bate, I would be allowed to propose this 
amendment. 

I also note with some interest there 
are at least 2 other Senators on the 
floor who are very vitally interested in 
this amendment, and several who wish 
to speak in opposition. So I would hope 
that we could ascertain at what point I 
could propose this amendment, an 
amendment which would have, accord
ing to the rules, 1 hour on each side 
equally divided and followed by a vote. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I am a lit
tle nonpulsed at the mountain out of a 
mole hill which is being created here 
by the distinguished Senator. He has 
not been misled. He was told that after 
lunch he would be able to offer an 
amendment. It is after lunch. Obvi
ously, the time on the committee sub
stitute would not have run its course 
before lunch. Obviously, therefore, it 
would be after lunch when the time on 
the committee substitute would run its 
course. And it would be after lunch be-

fore the substitute amendment could 
be offered, and in view of the fact that 
under the law 1 hour is allowed on an 
amendment to an amendment, it would 
mean that 1 hour later an amendment 
to the amendment would be in order. 

I informed the Senator that it was 
my intention to offer a substitute to 
the substitute to the committee sub
stitute but that after that, perfecting 
amendments would be in order, at 
which time the Senator then, if he 
could get recognition, could offer his 
perfecting amendment. I do not know 
how I could make it any more clear 
than that. The law is here, which any 
Senator can read and determine what 
the rules are with respect to the offer
ing of amendments. The Senator will 
have his opportunity to offer a perfect
ing amendment if he can get recogni
tion at that time. And I do not intend 
to attempt in any way to prevent him 
from getting recognition. 

Mr. McCAIN. I am sorry that the dis
tinguished chairman is unable to give 
me and the other Senators who are in
terested in this amendment an approxi
mate time when this amendment might 
be considered. Because of that, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The bill clerk proceeded to call the 
roll. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

REPORT OF INDEPENDENT 
COUNSEL 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, pur
suant to Senate Resolution 202, theRe
publican leader and I have received the 
report of the special independent coun
sel. The resolution provided for his in
vestigation of unauthorized disclosures 
of nonpublic confidential information 
from Senate documents in connection 
with the consideration of the nomina
tion of Clarence Thomas to be an Asso
ciate Justice of the Supreme Court and 
the investigation of matters related to 
Charles Keating. 

Section 7 of the resolution requires 
the two leaders or their designees to 
make a determination. 

On referral to the appropriate law en
forcement authority of any possible 
violation of Federal law; 

On referral to the appropriate Senate 
committee for any disciplinary action 
that should be taken against any Sen
ator, official, employee, or person en
gaged by contract to perform services 
for the Senate who may have violated 
any rule of the Senate or of any Senate 
committee; 

On referral to the appropriate execu
tive branch authority any questions in
volving the conduct of any official or 
employee of the executive branch re-
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sponsible for the unauthorized disclo
sure; and, 

To make recommendations for any 
changes in Federal law or in Senate 
rules that should be made to prevent 
similar unauthorized disclosures in the 
future. 

Senator DOLE and I are in the process 
of studying and evaluating the special 
counsel's report. We expect to make de
terminations required by the resolu
tion in the near future and will report 
those determinations to the Senate at 
that time. 

The special independent counsel's re
port will be made available to each 
Senator and to the press and public im
mediately. 

I thank the special independent coun
sel, Peter E. Fleming, Jr.; and his asso
ciate counsel, Mark O'Donoghue, Sam
uel Rosenthal, and Michelle Rice; and 
their staff for their diligent attention 
to this difficult assignment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mi
nority leader. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, will the 
majority leader yield? 

Mr. BYRD. I yield. 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I want to 

join the distinguished majority leader, 
Senator MITCHELL, in thanking the 
special independent counsel, Peter 
Fleming, and members of his staff that 
was cited by Senator MITCHELL for 
their very hard work and their dili
gence in this particular effort. 

I might add that the issue of unau
thorized disclosures does not end with 
the release of this report. Senator 
MITCHELL indicated he and I will con
tinue to review the independent coun
sel's findings and make the determina
tions required by the resolution passed 
by this body. 

Whatever those recommendations 
may be, Senator MITCHELL and I share 
a determination to do what we can to 
plug leaks of nonpublic confidential in
formation. 

So, the majority leader has indicated 
we are going to make public to the 
Members now and to the press, to the 
public, copies of the report. I hope ev
erybody will read it carefully and ob
jectively, and in the interim, I will be 
working with the majority leader con
sulting together on what if anything 
we may do in the future. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 
thank my colleague. 

RESCISSION OF CERTAIN BUDGET 
AUTHORITY 

The Senate continued with consider
ation of the bill. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the time required 
by the distinguished majority leader 
and the distinguished Republican lead
er in the colloquy just had be charged 
against both sides equally on the 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SEYMOUR. Mr. President, I rise 
today in support of the President's re
scissions and his overall mission to 
force Congress to live within the 
bounds of its financial means. Over the 
last decade, both President Bush and 
President Reagan have urged Congress 
to establish some sort of fiscal dis
cipline in the Federal appropriations 
process. However, Congress has 
shunned the face of realism and contin
ued its reckless spending habits, 
digging deeper and deeper into the 
pockets of working Americans. Clearly, 
it is time to map a new course and 
move away from the destructive fiscal 
path Congress has foolishly chosen to 
travel. 

The working people of this country 
are tired-tired of Congress which has 
continued to attack their paychecks 
with an assault of new and higher 
taxes. They are tired of a Congress 
which has failed to address the problem 
of our Nation's growing Federal budget 
deficit, while cashing in on the waste
ful porkbarrel spending that infects 
congressional appropriations bills. This 
is not good Government. This is Gov
ernment based on partisan politics and 
self-interested personal gain. Congress 
has clearly abused its legislative power 
at the expense of the American tax
payer and the economic future of this 
Nation. 

In an effort to reduce wasteful spend
ing, the President proposed 224 rescis
sion items totaling $7.879 billion. While 
the Appropriations Committee's bill 
exceeds the total level of rescissions 
proposed, the committee has taken an 
unnecessary, undesirable, and unpro
ductive approach by targeting cuts in 
critical strategic and other defense 
programs. 

The Defense budget rescissions rec
ommended by the committee majority 
will, in my opinion, erode America's 
ability to meet the international secu
rity threats of the future while having 
a minimal effect on the critical need to 
reduce the Federal budget deficit. For 
this reason, I will vote against the Ap
propriation Committee's rescission 
bill. 

Last month, President Bush submit
ted to Congress a list of national de
fense rescissions that exceeded $7 bil
lion. He took this action on top of 3 fis
cal years of slashing over 100 military 
programs, cutting the number of Air 
Force wings to 24 from 36, . withdrawing 
entire Army divisions from central Eu
rope, and capping the growth of our nu
clear strategic forces. 

This administration, therefore, has 
demonstrated leadership in balancing 
the evolving security requirements of 
this Nation with its desire to balance 
the Government's budget. 

My argument today, therefore, does 
not revolve around whether defense 
spending has been reduced, but how 
and where we should do it. The Appro
priations Committee rescissions with 

regard to the B-2 bomber and strategic 
defense initiative offer particularly 
shortsighted examples of making pub
lic policy choices with fewer available 
resources. 

SDI and B-2, in addition to targeting 
ongoing military threats such as ballis
tic missile proliferation and Third 
World aggression, also constitute a 
humble investment of the taxpayers' 
money. Both of these efforts barely 
consume more than 1 percent of the 
total Department of Defense budget. 
The President funded these programs 
and still placed the overwhelming bur
den of rescission savings on national 
defense-$7 billion from the military 
versus $700 million from domestic pro
grams. 

And so I want to disabuse my col
leagues of another myth: If this body 
votes to endorse the Appropriations 
Committee cuts of $2.3 billion from B-
2 and SDI, it will not be voting to in
crease funding for vi tal domestic pro
grams. It will not be voting to make 
reductions -in a wildly growing defense 
budget. 

It will not be voting to make a sig
nificant dent in the Federal deficit. 

It will be voting, Mr. President, to 
prevent the credible deployment of bal
listic missile defenses against chemi
cal, nuclear, and biological weapons. 

It will be voting to weaken America's 
ability to use its stealth technology to 
manufacture precision aircraft that 
save both civilian and pilot lives. 

And it will be voting to preserve bil
lions of dollars for weapons that the 
United States primarily built to deter 
the nonexistent Soviet threat so in
voked by my colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle as a reason for lower
ing defense expenditures. 

We cannot accept such tortured and 
hypocritical logic as standards for the 
investment of the people's money. I 
therefore urge all of my colleagues to 
soundly reject the Appropriations Com
mittee rescission substitute bill. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, how much 
time remains on the amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from West Virginia has 32 minutes 
and 30 seconds, and the Senator from 
Oregon has 29 minutes and 30 seconds. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I yield the 
floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

The Senator from Oregon is recog
nized. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, as I 
understand the parliamentary situa
tion at this moment, the Senator from 
Arizona [Mr. MCCAIN] is waiting to 
offer a perfecting amendment, and at 
this point, in order to trigger and ac
celerate that time in order to get to 
that perfecting amendment, I am ready 
to yield back the time that I have, the 
29 minutes, on this current vehicle. 

Mr. BYRD. Does the Senator yield 
his time back? 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 

Senator yield back his time? 
Mr. HATFIELD. Yes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 

of the Senator from Oregon is yielded 
back. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I yield 
back the remainder of my time and 
send to the desk an amendment. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1789 

(Purpose: To rescind certain budget 
authority) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from West Virginia yields back 
the remainder of his time and sends an 
amendment to the desk. 

The clerk will report the amendment. 
The assistant legislative clerk read 

as follows: 
The Senator from West Virginia [Mr. 

BYRD] proposes an amendment numbered 
1789. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
In lieu of the matter proposed to be in

serted, insert: 
That the following rescissions of budget author
ity are made, namely: 

TITLE I 
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT REVOLVING FUND 

(RESCISSION) 

0! the funds available under this head, 
$9,200,000 are rescinded. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY 

(RESCISSION) 

OJ the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-172, and proposed for re
scission in R92-3, $38,800,000 are rescinded; of 
which $22,000,000 was made available for the 
grant to the Silver Valley Unified School Dis
trict, Yermo, California; and $10,000,000 was 
made available tor the grant to the Cumberland 
County School Board, Fayetteville, North Caro
lina; in addition, of the funds made available 
under this heading in Public Law 102-172, 
$139,989,000 are rescinded. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-172, and proposed tor re
scission in R92-4, $1,000,000 are rescinded for the 
Fenwick Pier Demonstration Project; in addi
tion, of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-172, $152,182,000 are 
rescinded, of which $400,000 is from funds tor 
the renovation of the Vice President's residence. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR FORCE 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-172, $156,650,000 are re
scinded. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, DEFENSE 
AGENCIES 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-172, and proposed for re
scission in R92-7, $600,000 made available tor 
two Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder Treatment 

Centers, one to be located in the State of Ha
waii, and one to be located in Greensburg, 
Pennsylvania, tor the purpose of treating mili
tary personnel, dependents, and other personnel 
in post-traumatic stress disorders is rescinded; 
in addition, of the funds made available under 
this heading in Public Law 102-172, $226,721,000 
are rescinded, of which $5,400,000 is from sup
port of White House communications. 

PROCUREMENT 

PROCUREMENT OF WEAPONS AND TRACKED 
COMBAT VEHICLES, ARMY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-172, and proposed for re
scission in R92-9, $50,000,000 are rescinded. 

AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, NAVY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-172, and proposed tor re
scission in R92-11, $40,000,000 are rescinded from 
the A V-8B program; in addition, of the funds 
made available under this heading in Public 
Law 102-172, $103,000,000 are rescinded reducing 
funds allocated [or the SH-2G program. 

SHIPBUILDING AND CONVERSION, NAVY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
subdivision "AOE combat support ship pro
gram" in Public Law 102-172, $500,000,000 are 
rescinded. 

OTHER PROCUREMENT, NAVY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-172, and proposed tor re
scission in R92-14, $29,300,000 are rescinded; in 
addition, of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-172, $41,000,000 are 
rescinded of which $29,000,000 is from firefight
ing equipment and $12,000,000 is from ship sys
tems trainers. 

PROCUREMENT, DEFENSE AGENCIES 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-172, and proposed tor re
scission in R92-16, $42,000,000 are rescinded. 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND 
EVALUATION 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND 
EVALUATION, ARMY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-172, and proposed for re
scission in R92-18, $18,600,000 are rescinded from 
funds tor the multipurpose individual munition 
and the High Mobility Multipurpose Wheeled 
Vehicle program; in addition, of the funds made 
available under this heading in Public Law 102-
172, $28,000,000 are rescinded from funds to be 
used for Aircraft Propulsion and the classified 
program "Tractor Pull". 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND 
EVALUATION, NAVY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-172, and proposed tor re
scission in R92-19, $14,000,000 are rescinded, of 
which $10,000,000 was made available tor the 
Submarine Laser Communications prolect and 
$4,000,000 was allocated for the LAMPS MK III 
program; in addition, of the funds made avail
able under this heading in Public Law 102-172, 
$6,100,000 are rescinded from funds for the Ship 
Towed Array program. 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND 
EVALUATION, AIR FORCE 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-172, and proposed tor re
scission in R92-20, $32,000,000 are rescinded tor 

the Follow-on Tactical Reconnaissance pro
gram; in addition, of the funds made available 
under this heading in Public Law 102-172, 
$38,500,000 are rescinded from the F-15E and F-
16 squadrons programs. 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND 
EVALUATION, DEFENSE AGENCIES 

(RESCISSION) 
0! the funds made available under this head

ing in Public Law 102-172, and proposed tor re
scission in R92-21, $15,000,000 are rescinded from 
the Low-low Frequency Active Technology pro
gram. 

REVOLVING AND MANAGEMENT FUNDS 

PENTAGON RESERVATION MAINTENANCE 
REVOLVING FUND 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds available under this heading, 
$60,000,000 are rescinded. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 
MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, ARMY 

(RESCISSIONS) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 101-519, $5,000,000 are re
scinded. 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-136, R92-22, $9,050,000 are 
rescinded. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, NAVY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-136, R92-23, $12,000,000 
are rescinded. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, AIR FORCE 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 101-148, $3,320,000 are re
scinded. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, DEFENSE AGENCIES 

(RESCISSIONS) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 100-447, $500,000 are re
scinded. Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public · Law 101-519, $15,100,000 are 
rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-136, R92-25, $9,000,000 are 
rescinded. 

NORTH ATLANTIC TREATY ORGANIZATION 
INFRASTRUCTURE 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-136, $68,200,000 are re
scinded. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, ARMY NATIONAL 
GUARD 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-136, R92-26, $2,772,000 are 
rescinded. 
MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, AIR NATIONAL GUARD 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-136, R92-27, $306,000 are 
rescinded. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, NAVAL RESERVE 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-136, R92-29, $10,900,000 
are rescinded. 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 
VOCATIONAL AND ADULT EDUCATION 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds available under this heading in 
Public Law 102-170, tor Title IV of the Carl D. 
Perkins Vocational and Applied Technology 
Education Act, $2,000,000 tor choice demonstra
tions are rescinded. 
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN 

SERVICES 
PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the funds appropriated to carry out the 

Public Health Service Act, the Mental Health 
Systems Act, the Act of August 5, 1954 (Public 
Law 568, Eighty-third Congress), or the Act of 
August 16, 1957 (Public Law 85-151) and made 
available for evaluation pursuant to section 2711 
of the Public Health Service Act but remaining 
unobligated on the date of enactment of this 
Act, $15,000,000 are rescinded. 

HEALTH CARE FINANCING ADMINISTRATION 
PROGRAM MANAGEMENT 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the funds available under this heading in 

Public Law 102-170, $8,000,000 are rescinded: 
Provided, That no more than $249,000,000 of 
such appropriation may be expended to meet 
unanticipated costs of agencies of organizations 
with which agreements have been made to par
ticipate in the administration of title XVIII of 
the Social Security Act. 

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT 

HOUSING PROGRAMS 
ANNUAL CONTRIBUTIONS FOR ASSISTED HOUSING 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the amounts made available under this 

heading in Public Law 102-139, $50,000,000 for 
section 8 contract amendments are rescinded. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 

URBAN PARK AND RECREATION FUND 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds available under this heading in 
Public Law 102-154, $4,937,000 are rescinded. 

BUREAU OF MINES 
MINES AND MINERALS 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the funds available under this heading in 

Public Law 102-154, $987,000 are rescinded. 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

ADMINISTRATION OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS 
ACQUISITION AND MAINTENANCE OF BUILDINGS 

ABROAD 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds available under this head for the 
site development and construction of the United 
States Embassy building in Kuwait, $12,248,000 
are rescinded. 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
URBAN MASS TRANSPORTATION ADMINISTRATION 

RESEARCH, TRAINING AND HUMAN RESOURCES 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-143, $9,880,000 are re
scinded. 

MULTILATERAL ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE 
FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT 
INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS 
CONTRIBUTION TO THE INTERNATIONAL 

DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATION 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 101-513, $32,500,000 are re
scinded. 

INTER-AMERICAN INVESTMENT CORPORATION 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-145, as amended, 
$4,000,000 are rescinded. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS AND PROGRAMS 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the funds made available under this head

ing in Public Law 101-513, $100,000 are re
scinded. 

BILATERAL ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE 
FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT 

AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT 
OPERATING EXPENSES OF THE AGENCY FOR 

INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-145, as amended, $64,054 
are rescinded. 

INTERNATIONAL FUND FOR IRELAND 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 101-513 and prior Acts mak
ing appropriations for foreign operations, export 
fi.nancing, and related programs, $10,000,000 are 
rescinded. 

MULTILATERAL ASSISTANCE INITIATIVE FOR THE 
PHILIPPINES 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-145, as amended, 
$20,000,000 are rescinded. 

DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE; ECONOMIC SUPPORT 
FUND 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the unexpended balances of funds (includ

ing earmarked funds) made available in Public 
Law 98-473, Public Law 99-IJ8 and prior Acts 
making appropriations for foreign assistance 
and related programs to carry out the provisions 
of chapter 1 of part I and chapter 4 of part II 
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as amend
ed, $30,000,000 are rescinded: Provided, That 
this rescission shall be made from funds 
deobligated but continued available by section 
515 of Public Law 101-513, and the correspond
ing authority provided in Public Law 102-145, 
as amended. 

MILITARY ASSISTANCE 
FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT 
INTERNATIONAL MILITARY EDUCATION AND 

TRAINING 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-145, as amended, 
$1,925,000 are rescinded: Provided, That the 
amount of funds made available under this 
heading that may be obligated for entertainment 
allowances is decreased by $25,000. 

FOREIGN MILITARY FINANCING PROGRAM 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-145, as amended, 
$39,015,000 are rescinded: Provided, That the 
amount of funds made available under this 
heading that may be obligated for the general 
costs of administering military assistance and 
sales is decreased by $15,000. 

DEOBLIGATIONIREOBLIGATION AUTHORITY 
Notwithstanding section 515(b) of Public Law 

101-513, and the corresponding authority pro
vided in Public Law 102-145 as amended, no 
Foreign Military Financing Program funds may 
be reobligated pursuant to such authority from 
the date of enactment of this Act through Sep
tember 30, 1992. 

SPECIAL DEFENSE ACQUISITION FUND 
(LIMITATION ON OBLIGATIONS) 

The limitation under this heading in Public 
Law 102-145, as amended, is decreased by 
$40,000,000. 

MILITARY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the- unexpended balances of funds made 
available to carry out the provisions of chapter 
2 of part II of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961, $6,750,000 are rescinded. 

Of the funds made available to carry out sec
tion 503(a)(3) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 

1961 that have been disbursed into the Foreign 
Military Sales Trust Fund, $5,760,000 may not 
be disbursed for any purpose and shall be depos
ited into the miscellaneous receipts of the Treas
ury. 

SENATE 
CONTINGENT EXPENSES OF THE SENATE 

OFFICIAL MAIL COSTS 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the total funds appropriated under the 
heading "OFFICIAL MAIL COSTS" under the 
heading "CONTINGENT EXPENSES OF THE SEN
ATE" under the heading "SENATE" in any ap
propriations Act of joint resolution making ap
propriations available to the Senate for fiscal 
years 1991 and 1992 and which (but for the pro
visions of this paragraph) would remain avail
able until expended, of the balances remaining 
unobligated, $20,000,000 are rescinded. 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 
(INCLUDING RESCISSIONS) 

SEC. 101. In addition to amounts rescinded 
elsewhere in this Act, of the funds made avail
able in Public Law 102-172, $105,900,000 are re
scinded of which not less than $10,000,000 was 
made available as a grant to the Louisiana 
State University for the Neuroscience Center of 
Excellence; $10,000,000 was made available as a 
grant to Marywood College, Pennsylvania, for 
laboratory and other efforts associated with re
search, development and other programs of 
major importance to the Department of Defense; 
$6,000,000 was made available for a grant to the 
University of Texas at Austin; $6,000,000 was 
made available for a grant to the Northeastern 
University; $5,000,000 was made available for a 
grant to the Texas Regional Institute for Envi
ronmental Studies; $7,700,000 was made avail
able as a grant to the Kansas State University; 
$1,600,000 was made available for a grant to the 
University of Wisconsin; $29,000,000 was made 
available for a grant to the Boston University; 
$250,000 was made available for a grant to the 
Medical College of Ohio; $500,000 was made 
available for a grant to the University of South 
Carolina; $750,000 was made available for a 
grant to George Mason University; $2,300,000 
was made available as a grant to the Monmouth 
College; $10,000,000 was made available as a 
grant to the University of Minnesota; $500,000 
was made available as a grant to the University 
of Saint Thomas in Saint Paul, Minnesota; 
$2,000,000 was made available as a grant to the 
Brandeis University; $3,000,000 was made avail
able as a grant to the New Mexico State Univer
sity; and under the heading "Research and De
velopment, Test and Evaluation, Defense Agen
cies" $1,300,000 was for the Oregon Graduate In
stitute and $10,000,000 was for the Institute for 
Advanced Science and Technology. 

SEC. 102. In addition to amounts rescinded 
elsewhere in this Act, of the funds made avail
able in Public Law 102-172, $11,350,000 are re
scinded of which $4,000,000 was made available 
for a grant to the Airborne and Special Oper
ations Museum Foundation; $4,000,000 was 
made available for the National D-Day Museum 
Foundation; $1,600,000 was made available for 
the Museum of Science and Industry; and, 
under the heading "Operations and Mainte
nance, Navy" $1,750,000 was available for the 
Naval Undersea Museum as provided for in sec
tion 8115 of Public Law 102-172: Provided, That 
none of the funds available to the Department 
of Defense shall be obligated to subsidize, pro
vide assistance-in-kind, or otherwise offset the 
costs of any military museum. 

SEC. 103. Funds available to the Department 
of Defense which were proposed for rescission 
by the President for programs listed in the jus
tifications of the rescission message of March 10, 
1992, and which are not specifically rescinded 
by this Act, shall be made available for obliga-
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tion for the same programs, projects and activi
ties as listed in the message of March 10, 1992. 

TITLE II 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

OFFICE OF PUBLIC AFFAIRS 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 192-142, $62,000 [or travel are 
rescinded. 

NATIONAL AGRICULTURAL STATISTICS SERVICE 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 192-142, $2,000,000 [or the pes
ticide data program are rescinded. 

COOPERATIVE STATE RESEARCH SERVICE 

BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES 

(RESCISSIONS) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-142, R92-38, $500,000 tor 
facilities completion in North Dakota are re
scinded. 

SPECIAL RESEARCH GRANTS 

(RESCISSIONS) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-142, R92-44, $750,000 [or 
Appalachian hardwoods in West Virginia are 
rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-142, R92-49, $49,000 [or 
integrated orchard management in Vermont are 
rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-142, R92-52, $120,000 [or 
animal waste disposal in Michigan are re
scinded. 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-142, R92-53, $134,000 [or 
a mechanical tomato harvester in Pennsylvania 
are rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-142, R92-56, $200,000 [or 
oil [rom jojoba in New Mexico are rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-142, R92-58, $50,000 for 
seedless table grapes in Arkansas are rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-142, R92-SO, $140,000 [or 
swine research in Minnesota are rescinded. 

AGRICULTURAL MARKETING SERVICE 

MARKETING SERVICES 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-142, $3,000,000 [or the pes
ticide data program are rescinded. 

FARMERS HOME ADMINISTRATION 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-142, $6,031,000 [or travel 
are rescinded. ' 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN 
SERVICES 

NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF HEALTH 

NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF DENTAL RESEARCH 

(RESCISSION) 

From amounts previously appropriated, 
$366,000 are hereby rescinded. 

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT 

HOUSING PROGRAMS 

ANNUAL CONTRIBUTIONS FOR ASSISTED HOUSING 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the amounts made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, $693,000,000 [or 
section 8 contract amendments are rescinded. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 

CONSTRUCTION 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-154, R92-88, $5,897,000 are 
rescinded. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
FOREST SERVICE 

STATE AND PRIVATE FORESTRY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds available under this heading in 
Public Law 102-154, $19,000,000 are rescinded. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS-CIVIL 

CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in title I of Public Law 102-104, R92-91, 
$3,000,000 are rescinded: Provided, That the lan
guage of title I of Public Law 102-104 directing 
the Secretary of the Army, acting through the 
Chief of Engineers, to undertake in fiscal year 
1992, the Red River Basin Chloride Control, 
Texas and Oklahoma, $3,000,000 is repealed. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in title I of Public Law 102-104, R92-92, 
$1,350,000 are rescinded: Provided, That the lan
guage of title I of Public Law 102-104 directing 
the Secretary of the Army, acting through the 
Chief of Engineers, with $1,500,000 to alleviate 
bank erosion and related problems associated 
with reservoir releases along the Missouri River 
below Fort Peck Dam is repealed. 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
ABATEMENT, CONTROL, AND COMPLIANCE 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-139, [or contracts, 
$20,000,000 are rescinded. 

HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE SUPERFUND 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-139, [or the alternative re
medial contracting system, $20,000,000 are re
scinded. 

NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE 
ADMINISTRATION 

RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 

(RESCISSIONS) 

Of the amounts made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, $1,500,000 for 
space exploration studies are rescinded. 

Of the amounts made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, $2,500,000 tor 
the National Aerospace Plane are rescinded. 

Of the amounts made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, $10,000,000 [or 
Climsat earth probe are rescinded. 

NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION 
RESEARCH AND RELATED ACTIVITIES 

(RESCISSION) 

Unobligated balances tor the following re
search grants are rescinded upon enactment:
"Middle Class Lawyers: The transformation of 
small firm practice"; "Monogamy and aggres
sion"; "Holism in Psychobiology in the Twenti
eth Century"; "Affective Bases of Person Per
ception"; "The representation of Attitudes"; 
"Economic opportunity in urban America 1850-
1870"; "A historic study of Japan's famous slo
gan "Rich Nation, Strong Army" and its impact 
on Japanese Technology"; "Status attainment 
in Chinese urban areas"; "Firm age and 
wages"; "American perceptions of justice": "An 
east-west collaborative study"; "Herd behavior: 

Microtoundations and evidence from decision 
making by firms and about the global environ
ment"; "Analysis of mental computation per
formance and estimation strategy-use among 
Japanese students and curricular of these topics 
in Japanese schools"; "The timing of control 
and stock externalities in the presence of learn
ing with application of global warming"; "Con
flict paradigms and the instance theory of 
automization "; "Exemplar-based processing in 
social judgment"; "A history of applied science 
in France, 1801-1941"; "Emerging coalitions in 
the Soviet All-Union and Republican Legisla
ture"; "Compensation system design, employ
ment and firm performance: An analysis of 
French microdata · and a comparison to the 
U.S.A."; "The structures and processes of build
ing provisions: A case study of master-planned 
communities"; "The transformation of the large 
law firm in England: A comparative analysis"; 
"The evolution of optimizing behavior and of 
attitudes towards risk"; "Applying space tech
nology to . global change: values, institutions 
and decisions"; "Traditional and nontradi
tional forms of popular religion in Sicily"; 
"Auctions with entry/exit decisions"; "Mainte
nance of a polymorphism in mating behavior in 
swordfish"; "The systematic study of senate 
elections"; "The late prehistoric political econ
omy of the Upper Mantaro Valley in Peru"; 
"Sexual mimicry of swallowtail butterflies"; 
"Song production in freely behaving birds"; 
"American legal realism, empirical social science 
and the Law professor's professional identity"; 
"Norms, self-interest and taxpayers decisions: 
adaption to 1986 tax reform". 

The National Science Foundation shall report 
to the Committees on Appropriations by May 22, 
1992 on the amount of unobligated balances 
committed [or these grants. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE-MILITARY 
PROCUREMENT 

SHIPBUILDING AND CONVERSION, NAVY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
the subdivision "SSN-21 attack submarine pro
gram" in Public Law 102-172, and proposed [or 
rescission in R92-101, $375,500,000 are rescinded. 

OTHER PROCUREMENT, NAVY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, and proposed tor rescission 
in R92-102, $189,400,000 are rescinded. 

AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, $1,000,000,000 are rescinded 
from funds tor the B-2 bomber. 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 
EVALUATION 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 
EVALUATION, AIR FORCE 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, $131,000,000 are rescinded 
from the National Aerospace Plane. 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 
EVALUATION, DEFENSE AGENCIES 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, $1,300,000,000 are rescinded 
from the Strategic Defense Initiative. 

TITLE Ill 
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

ENERGY PROGRAMS 

FOSSIL ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing [or the Office of the Federal Inspector [or 
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the Alaska Natural Gas Transportation System of which $105,100,000 is from classified programs 
in Public Law 102-154, R92-34, $144,590 are re- and $13,100,000 is from the Base Support pro-
scinded. gram. 

TITLE IV Of the funds provided under this heading in 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE Public Law 101-511, $20,000,000 are rescinded 

from the Base Support program. 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, $11,300,000 are rescinded 
from classified programs. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, $16,700,000 are rescinded 
from classified programs. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR FORCE 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, $33,300,000 are rescinded 
from classified programs. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, DEFENSE 
AGENCIES 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, $33,000,000 are rescinded 
from classified programs. 

PROCUREMENT 

PROCUREMENT OF WEAPONS AND TRACKED 
COMBAT VEHICLES, ARMY 

(RESCISSIONS) 
Of the funds provided under this heading in 

Public Law 102-172, and proposed for rescission 
in R92-105, $46,300,000 are rescinded; and of the 
funds provided under this heading in Public 
Law 101-511, $150,000,000 are rescinded. 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 101-161, $10,700,000 are rescinded. 

AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, NAVY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, and proposed for rescission 
in R92-107, $15,000,000 are rescinded. 

WEAPONS PROCUREMENT, NAVY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
the subdivision "Other Missile Programs" in 
Public Law 101-511 , and proposed for rescission 
in R92-111, $60,000,000 are rescinded. 

OTHER PROCUREMENT, NAVY 

(RESCISSIONS) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, $2,500,000 are rescinded 
from classified programs. 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 101-511, $37,000,000 are rescinded, of 
which $22,000,000 is from Point Defense Support 
Equipment and $15,000,000 is from the Produc
tivity Investment Fund program. 

PROCUREMENT, MARINE CORPS 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, $55,000,000 are rescinded of 
which $25,000,000 is from Tactical Intelligence 
Enhancements and $30,000,000 is from Night Vi
sion Equipment. 

MISSILE PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE 

(RESCISSIONS) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, $416,300,000 are rescinded , 
of which $344,000,000 is from the Advanced 
Cruise Missile program and $72,300,000 is from 
the MX missile program. 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 101-511, $112,200,000 are rescinded 
from the MX missile program. 

OTHER PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE 

(RESCISSIONS) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, $118,200,000 are rescinded, 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 101-165, $30,000,000 are rescinded 
from the Electronic Drug interdiction program. 

PROCUREMENT, DEFENSE AGENCIES 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102- 172, $10,700,000 are rescinded 
from classified programs. 

NATIONAL GUARD AND RESERVE EQUIPMENT 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, and proposed tor rescission 
in R92-120, $45,000,000 are rescinded. 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND 
EVALUATION 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND 
EVALUATION, ARMY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, $196,200,000 are rescinded, 
of which $49,400,000 is from the antisatellite 
weapon (ASAT) program, $51,000,000 is from the 
Forward Area Air Defense system, $70,000,000 is 
from the classified program "Tractor Helm", 
and $19,800,000 is from the Electronic Warfare 
Development program. 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 
EVALUATION, NAVY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, $30,400,000 are rescinded, of 
which $1,400,000 is from the Antiairlantisurtace 
warfare technology program, $1,400,000 is from 
the Command, control, communications ad
vanced technology program, $5,000,000 is from 
the Bomb Fuze Improvement program, $4,900,000 
is from the Target Systems Development pro
gram, $5,000,000 is from the Industrial PrePared
ness program, and $3,700,000 is from classified 
programs. 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND 
EVALUATION, AIR FORCE 

(RESCISSIONS) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, and proposed for rescission 
in R92-127, $300,000,000 are rescinded; in addi
tion, of the funds provided under this heading 
in Public Law 102-172, $364,800,000 are re
scinded, of which $5,800,000 is from Defense Re
search Sciences, $69,600,000 is from Advanced 
Technology Development programs, $21,100,000 
is from the NCMC-TWIAA systems program, 
$22,000,000 is from the NighUPrecision Attack 
program, $38,400,000 is from the Tactical Im
provement Program, $47,500,000 is from the Ad
vanced Launch System/National Launch Sys
tem, and $149,400,000 is from classified pro
grams. 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 101-511, $62,000,000 are rescinded 
from the Follow-on Early Warning System pro
gram. 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND 
EVALUATION, DEFENSE AGENCIES 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, $45,700,000 are rescinded, of 
which $4,000,000 is from Manufacturing Tech
nology, and $30,700,000 is from classified pro-
grams. 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 

SEC. 401. Funds available to the Department 
of Defense which were proposed for rescission 
by the President tor programs, projects, or ac
tivities listed in the justification accompanying 

the rescission messages dated April 9, 1992, and 
which are not specifically rescinded by this Act 
in response to the President's request shall be 
made available tor obligation for the same pro
grams, projects and activities as described in the 
messages of April 9, 1992. 

SEC. 402. The Classified Annex accompanying 
S. 2570 of the One Hundred Second Congress is 
hereby incorporated into this Act: Provided, 
That the amounts specified in the Classified 
Annex are not in addition to amounts rescinded 
by other provisions of this Act: Provided fur
ther, That the President shall provide tor appro
priate distribution of the Classified Annex, or of 
appropriate portions of the Classified Annex, 
within the executive branch of the Government. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. Presiden·t, it is my 
understanding that there is 1 hour on 
this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. BYRD. And how is that time con
trolled? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That 
time is equally divided between the 
Senator from West Virginia and the 
Senator from Oregon or his designee. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I am 
ready to yield back the remaining part 
of the time that I control on this sub
stitute amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator yield back his time? 

Mr. HATFIELD. I so do. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 

of the Senator from Oregon, the 30 
minutes under this amendment, is 
yielded back. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, in order to 
expedite the action on this amend
ment, so that the distinguished Sen
ator from Arizona may call up a per
fecting amendment, I shall yield back 
the remainder of my time on this 
amendment and send an amendment to 
the desk. 

First of all, however, I ask for the 
yeas and nays on the pending amend
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. BYRD. Now, Mr. President, I 

yield back my time and send an amend
ment to the desk. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1790 TO AMENDMENT NO. 1789 

(Purpose: To rescind certain budget 
authority) 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from West Virginia yields back 
the remainder of his time and sends an 
amendment to the desk. 

The clerk will report the amendment. 
The assistant legislative clerk read 

as follows: 
The Senator from West Virginia [Mr. 

BYRD] proposes an amendment numbered 
1790 to amendment 1789. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
In lieu of the matter proposed to be in

serted, insert; 
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That the following rescissions of budget author
ity are made, namely: 

TITLE I 
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT REVOLVING FUND 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the funds available under this head, 

$9,200,000 are rescinded. 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the funds made available under this head

ing in Public Law 102-172, and proposed tor re
scission in R92-3, $38,800,000 are rescinded; of 
which $22,000,000 was made available for the 
grant to the Silver Valley Unified School Dis
trict, Yermo, California; and $10,000,000 was 
made available for the grant to the Cumberland 
County School Board, Fayetteville, North Caro
lina; in addition, of the funds made available 
under this heading in Public Law 102-172, 
$139,989,000 are rescinded. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-172, and proposed for re
scission in R92-4, $1,000,000 are rescinded for the 
Fenwick Pier Demonstration Project; in addi
tion, of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-172, $152,182,000 are 
rescinded, of which $400,000 is from funds for 
the renovation of the Vice President's residence. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR FORCE 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the funds made available under this head

ing in Public Law 102-172, $156,650,000 are re
scinded. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, DEFENSE 
AGENCIES 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the funds made available under this head

ing in Public Law 102-172, and proposed for re
scission in R92-7, $600,000 made available tor 
two Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder Treatment 
Centers, one to be located in the State of Ha
waii, and one to be located in Greensburg, 
Pennsylvania, tor the purpose of treating mili
tary personnel, dependents, and other personnel 
in post-traumatic stress disorders is rescinded; 
in addition, of the funds made available under 
this heading in Public Law 102-172, $226,721,000 
are rescinded, of which $5,400,000 is from sup
port of White House communications. 

PROCUREMENT 

PROCUREMENT OF WEAPONS AND TRACKED 
COMBAT VEHICLES, ARMY 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the funds made available under this head

ing in Public Law 102-172, and proposed for re
scission in R92-9, $50,000,000 are rescinded. 

AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, NAVY 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the funds made available under this head

ing in Public Law 102-172, and proposed for re
scission in R92-11, $40,000,000 are rescinded from 
the A V-8B program; in addition, of the funds 
made available under this heading in Public 
Law 102-172, $103,000,000 are rescinded reducing 
funds allocated for the SH-2G program. 

SHIPBUILDING AND CONVERSION, NAVY 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the funds provided under this heading in 

subdivision ''AOE combat support ship pro
gram" in Public Law 102-172, $500,000,000 are 
rescinded. 

OTHER PROCUREMENT, NAVY 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the funds made available under this head

ing in Public Law 102-172, and proposed for re-

scission in R92-14, $29,300,000 are rescinded; in 
addition, of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-172, $41,000,000 are 
rescinded of which $29,000,000 is from !irefight
ing equipment and $12,000,000 is from ship sys
tems trainers. 

PROCUREMENT, DEFENSE AGENCIES 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-172, and proposed tor re
scission in R92-16, $42,000,000 are rescinded. 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND 
EVALUATION 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND 
EVALUATION, ARMY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-172, and proposed for re
scission in R92-18, $18,600,000 are rescinded from 
funds tor the multipurpose individual munition 
and the High Mobility Multipurpose Wheeled 
Vehicle program; in addition, of the funds made 
available under this heading in Public Law 102-
172, $28,000,000 are rescinded from funds to be 
used for Aircraft Propulsion and the classified 
program "Tractor Pull". 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND 
EVALUATION, NAVY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-172, and proposed tor re
scission in R92-19, $14,000,000 are rescinded, of 
which $10,000,000 was made available for the 
Submarine Laser Communications project and 
$4,000,000 was allocated for the LAMPS MK III 
program; in addition, of the funds made avail
able under ,this heading in Public Law 102-172, 
$6,100,000 are rescinded from funds for the Ship 
Towed Array program. 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND 
EVALUATION, AIR FORCE 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-172, and proposed for re
scission in R92-20, $32,000,000 are rescinded for 
the Follow-on Tactical Reconnaissance pro
gram; in addition, of the funds made available 
under this heading in Public Law 102-172, 
$38,500,000 are rescinded from the F-15E and F-
16 squadrons programs. 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND , 
EVALUATION, DEFENSE AGENCIES 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-172, and proposed tor re
scission in R92-21, $15,000,000 are rescinded from 
the Low-low Frequency Active Technology pro
gram. 

REVOLVING AND MANAGEMENT FUNDS 

PENTAGON RESERVATION MAINTENANCE 
REVOLVING FUND 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds available under this heading, 
$60,000,000 are rescinded. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 
MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, ARMY 

(RESCISSIONS) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 101-519, $5,000,000 are re
scinded. 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-136, R92- 22, $9,050,000 are 
rescinded. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, NAVY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-136, R92-23, $12,000,000 
are rescinded. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, AIR FORCE 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 101-148, $3,320,000 are re
scinded. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, DEFENSE AGENCIES 

(RESCISSIONS) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 100-447, $500,000 are re
scinded. Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 101-519, $15,100,000 are 
rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-136, R92-25, $9,000,000 are 
rescinded. 

NORTH ATLANTIC TREATY ORGANIZATION 
INFRASTRUCTURE 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-136, $68,200,000 are re
scinded: 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, ARMY NATIONAL 
GUARD 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-136, R92-26, $2,772,000 are 
rescinded. 
MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, AIR NATIONAL GUARD 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-136, R92-27, $306,000 are 
rescinded. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, NAVAL RESERVE 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-136, R92-29, $10,900,000 
are rescinded. 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 
VOCATIONAL AND ADULT EDUCATION 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds available under this heading in 
Public Law 102-170, tor Title IV of the Carl D. 
Perkins Vocational and Applied Technology 
Education Act, $2,000,000 for choice demonstra
tions are rescinded. 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN 
SERVICES 

PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds appropriated to carry out the 
Public Health Service Act, the Mental Health 
Systems Act, the Act of August 5, 1954 (Public 
Law 568, Eighty-third Congress), or the Act of 
August 16, 1957 (Public Law 85-151) and made 
available for evaluation pursuant to section 2711 
of the Public Health Service Act but remaining 
unobligated on the date of enactment of this 
Act, $15,000,000 are rescinded. 

HEALTH CARE FINANCING ADMINISTRATION 

PROGRAM MANAGEMENT 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds available under this heading in 
Public Law 102-170, $8,000,000 are rescinded: 
Provided, That no more than $249,000,000 of 
such appropriation may be expended to meet 
unanticipated costs of agencies of organizations 
with which agreements have been made to par
ticipate in the administration of title XVIII of 
the Social Security Act. 

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT 

HOUSING PROGRAMS 

ANNUAL CONTRIBUTIONS FOR ASSISTED HOUSING 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the amounts made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, $50,000,000 for 
section 8 contract amendments are rescinded. 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 
URBAN PARK AND RECREATION FUND 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the funds available under this heading in 

Public Law 102-154, $4,937,000 are rescinded. 
BUREAU OF MINES 

MINES AND MINERALS 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds available under this heading in 
Public Law 102-154, $987,000 are rescinded. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
ADMINISTRATION OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS 

ACQUISITION AND MAINTENANCE OF BUILDINGS 
ABROAD 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the funds available under this head for the 

site development and construction of the United 
States Embassy building in Kuwait, $12,248,000 
are rescinded. 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
URBAN MASS TRANSPORTATION ADMINISTRATION 

RESEARCH, TRAINING AND HUMAN RESOURCES 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-143, $9,880,000 are re
scinded. 

MULTILATERAL ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE 
FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT 
INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS 
CONTRIBUTION TO THE INTERNATIONAL 

DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATION 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 101-513, $32,500,000 are re
scinded. 

INTER-AMERICAN INVESTMENT CORPORATION 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-145, as amended, 
$4,000,000 are rescinded. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS AND PROGRAMS 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the funds made available under this head

ing in Public Law 101-513, $100,000 are re
scinded. 

BILATERAL ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE 
FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT 

AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT 
OPERATING EXPENSES OF THE AGENCY FOR 

INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-145, as amended, $64,054 
are rescinded. 

INTERNATIONAL FUND FOR IRELAND 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 101-513 and prior Acts mak
ing appropriations for foreign operations, export 
financing, and related programs, $10,000,000 are 
rescinded. 

MULTILATERAL ASSISTANCE INITIATIVE FOR THE 
PHILIPPINES 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-145, as amended, 
$20,000,000 are rescinded. 

DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE; ECONOMIC SUPPORT 
FUND 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the unexpended balances of funds (includ

ing earmarked funds) made available in Public 
Law 98-473, Public Law 99-88 and prior Acts 
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making appropriations for foreign assistance 
and related programs to carry out the provisions 
of chapter 1 of part I and chapter 4 of part II 
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as amend
ed, $30,000,000 are rescinded: Provided, That 
this rescission shall be made from funds 
deobligated but continued available by section 
515 of Public Law 101-513, and the correspond
ing authority provided in Public Law 102-145, 
as amended. 

MILITARY ASSISTANCE 
FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT 
INTERNATIONAL MILITARY EDUCATION AND 

TRAINING 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-145, as amended, 
$1,925,000 are rescinded: Provided, That the 
amount of funds made available under this 
heading that may be obligated for entertainment 
allowances is decreased by $25,000. 

FOREIGN MILITARY FINANCING PROGRAM 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-145, as amended, 
$39,015,000 are rescinded: Provided, That the 
amount of funds made available under this 
heading that may be obligated for the general 
costs of administering military assistance and 
sales is decreased by $15,000. 

DEOBLIGATIONIREOBLIGATION AUTHORITY 
Notwithstanding section 515(b) of Public Law 

101-513, and the corresponding authority pro
vided in Public Law 102-145 as amended, no 
Foreign Military Financing Program funds may 
be reobligated pursuant to such authority from 
the date of enactment of this Act through Sep
tember 30, 1992. 

SPECIAL DEFENSE ACQUISITION FUND 
(LIMITATION ON OBLIGATIONS) 

The limitation under this heading in Public 
Law 102-145, as amended, is decreased by 
$40,000,000. 

MILITARY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the unexpended balances of funds made 
available to carry out the provisions of chapter 
2 of part II of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961, $6,750,000 are rescinded. 

Of the funds made available to carry out sec
tion 503(a)(3) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961 that have been disbursed into the Foreign 
Military Sales Trust Fund, $5,760,000 may not 
be disbursed for any purpose and shall be depos
ited into the miscellaneous receipts of the Treas
ury. 

SENATE 
CONTINGENT EXPENSES OF THE SENATE 

OFFICIAL MAIL COSTS 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the total funds appropriated under the 
heading "OFFICIAL MAIL COSTS" under the 
heading "CONTINGENT EXPENSES OF THE SEN
ATE" under the heading "SENATE" in any ap
propriations Act of joint resolution making ap
propriations available to the Senate for fiscal 
years 1991 and 1992 and which (but for the pro
visions of this paragraph) would remain avail
able until expended, of the balances remaining 
unobligated, $20,000,000 are rescinded. 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 
(INCLUDING RESCISSIONS) 

SEC. 101. In addition to amounts rescinded 
elsewhere in this Act, of the funds made avail
able in Public Law 102-172, $105,900,000 are re
scinded of which not less than $10,000,000 .was 
made available as a grant to the Louisiana 
State IJniversity [or the Neuroscience Center of 
Excellence; $10,000,000 was made available as a 
grant to Marywood College, Pennsylvania, [or 

laboratory and other efforts associated with re
search, development and other programs of 
major importance to the Department of Defense; 
$6,000,000 was made available for a grant to the 
University of Texas at Austin; $6,000,000 was 
made available for a grant to the Northeastern 
University; $5,000,000 was made available for a 
grant to the Texas Regional Institute for Envi
ronmental Studies; $7,700,000 was made avail
able as a grant to the Kansas State University; 
$1,600,000 was made available [or a grant to the 
University of Wisconsin; $29,000,000 was made 
available for a grant to the Boston University; 
$250,000 was made available for a grant to the 
Medical College of Ohio; $500,000 was made 
available for a grant to the University of South 
Carolina; $750,000 was made available [or a 
grant to George Mason University; $2,300,000 
was made available as a grant to the Monmouth 
College; $10,000,000 was made available as a 
grant to the University of Minnesota; $500,000 
was made available as a grant to the University 
of Saint Thomas in Saint Paul, Minnesota; 
$2,000,000 was made available as a grant to the 
Brandeis University; $3,000,000 was made avail
able as a grant to the New Mexico State Univer
sity; and under the heading "Research and De
velopment, Test and Evaluation, Defense Agen
cies" $1,300,000 was for the Oregon Graduate In
stitute and $10,000,000 was for the Institute for 
Advanced Science and Technology. 

SEC. 102. In addition to amounts rescinded 
elsewhere in this Act, of the funds made avail
able in Public Law 102-172, $11,350,000 are re
scinded of which $4,000,000 was made available 
for a grant to the Airborne and Special Oper
ations Museum Foundation; $4,000,000 was 
made available for the National D-Day Museum 
Foundation; $1,600,000 was made available [or 
the Museum of Science and Industry; and, 
under the heading "Operations and Mainte
nance, Navy" $1,750,000 was available for the 
Naval Undersea Museum as provided for in sec
tion 8115 of Public Law 102-172: Provided, That 
none of the funds available to the Department 
of Defense shall be obligated to subsidize, pro
vide assistance-in-kind, or otherwise offset the 
costs of any military museum. 

SEC. 103. Funds available to the Department 
of Defense which were proposed [or rescission 
by the President [or programs listed in the jus
tifications of the rescission message of March 10, 
1992, and which are not specifically rescinded 
by this Act, shall be made available for obliga
tion for the same programs, projects and activi
ties as listed in the message of March 10, 1992. 

TITLE II 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

OFFICE OF PUBLIC AFFAIRS 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 192-142, $62,000 for travel are 
rescinded. 

NATIONAL AGRICULTURAL STATISTICS SERVICE 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 192-142, $2,000,000 [or the pes
ticide data program are rescinded. 

COOPERATIVE STATE RESEARCH SERVICE 
BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES 

(RESCISSIONS) 
Of the funds made available under this head

ing in Public Law 102-142, R92-38, $500,000 for 
facilities completion in North Dakota are re
scinded. 

SPECIAL RESEARCH GRANTS 
(RESCISSIONS) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-142, R92-44, $750,000 for 
Appalachian hardwoods in West Virginia are 
rescinded. 
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Of the funds made available under this head

ing in Public Law 102-142, R92--49, $49,000 tor 
integrated orchard management in Vermont are 
rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102- 142, R92-52, $120,000 tor 
animal waste disposal in Michigan are re
scinded. 

Of the funds made available
1 

under this head
ing in Public Law 102-142, RY2-53, $134,000 tor 
a mechanical tomato harvester in Pennsylvania 
are rescinded. 

Of the funds made availatne under this head
ing in Public Law 102-142, R-92-56, $200,000 tor 
oil from jojoba in New Mexico are rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-142, Rfl2-58, $50,000 tor 
seedless table grapes in Arkansas are rescinded. 

Of the funds made available. under this head
ing in Public Law 102-142, 'R92--60, $140,000 tor 
swine research in Minnesota are rescinded. 

AGRICULTURAL MARKE_TING SERVICE 

MARKETING SERVICES 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-142, $3,000,000 for the pes
ticide data program are rescinded. 

FARMERS HOME ADMINISTRATION 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-142, $6,031,000 tor travel 
are rescinded. 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN 
SERVICES 

NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF HEALTH 

NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF DENTAL RESEARCH 

(RESCISSION) 

From amounts previously appropriated, 
$365,000 are hereby rescinded. 

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT 

HOUSING PROGRAMS 

ANNUAL CONTRIBUTIONS FOR ASSISTED HOUSING 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the amounts made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, $693,000,000 tor 
section 8 contract amendments are rescinded. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 

CONSTRUCTION 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-154, R92-/38, $5,897,000 are 
rescinded. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
FOREST SERVICE 

STATE AND PRIVATE FORESTRY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds available under this heading in 
Public Law 102-154, $19,000,000 are rescinded. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS-CIVIL 

CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in title I of Public Law 102-104, R92-91, 
$3,000,000 are rescinded: Provided, That the lan
guage of title I of Public Law 102-104 directing 
the Secretary of the Army, acting through the 
Chief of Engineers, to undertake in fiscal year 
1992, the Red River Basin Chloride Control, 
Texas and Oklahoma, $3,000,000 is repealed. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in title I of Public Law 102-104, R92- 92, 

$1,350,000 are rescinded: Provided, That the lan
guage of title I of Public Law 102-104 directing 
the Secretary of the Army, acting through the 
Chief of Engineers, with $1,500,000 to alleviate 
bank erosion and related problems associated 
with reservoir releases along the Missouri River 
below Fort Peck Dam is repealed. 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
ABATEMENT, CONTROL, AND COMPLIANCE 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-139, tor contracts, 
$20,000,000 are rescinded. 

HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE SUPERFUND 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-139, tor the alternative re
medial contracting system, $20,000,000 are re
scinded. 

NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE 
ADMINISTIJ,ATION 

RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 

(RESCISSIONS) 

Of the amounts made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, $1,500,000 for 
space exploration studies are rescinded. 

Of the amounts made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, $2,500,000 tor 
the National Aerospace Plane are rescinded. 

Of the amounts made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, $10,000,000 tor 
Climsat earth probe are rescinded. 

NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION 
RESEARCH AND RELATED ACTIVITIES 

(RESCISSION) 

Unobligated balances tor the following re
search grants are rescinded upon enactment: 
"Middle Class Lawyers: The transformation of 
small firm practice"; "Monogamy and aggres
sion"; "Holism in Psychobiology in the Twenti
eth Century " ; "Affective Bases of Person Per
ception"; "The representation of Attitudes"; 
"Economic opportunity in urban America 1850-
1870"; "A historic study of Japan's famous slo
gan "Rich Nation, Strong Army" ·and its impact 
on Japanese Technology"; "Status attainment 
in Chinese urban areas"; "Firm age and 
wages"; "American perceptions of justice": "An 
east-west collaborative study"; " Herd behavior:· 
Microfoundations and evidence from decision 
making by firms and about the global environ
ment"; "Analysis of mental computation per
formance and estimation strategy-use among 
Japanese students and curricular of these topics 
in Japanese schools" ; " The timing of control 
and stock externalities in the presence of learn
ing with application of global warming"; "Con
flict paradigms and the instance theory of 
automization"; "Exemplar-based processing in 
social judgment"; "A history of applied science 
in France, 1801-1941 "; "Emerging coalitions in 
the Soviet All-Union and Republican Legisla
ture"; "Compensation system design, employ
ment and firm performance: An analysis of 
French microdata and ,a comparison to the 
U.S.A."; "The structures and processes of build
ing provisions: A case study of master-planned 
communities"; "The transformation of the large 
law firm in England: A comparative analysis"; 
"The evolution of optimizing behavior and of 
attitudes towards risk"; "Applying space tech
nology to global change: values, institutions 
and decisions"; "Traditional and nontradi
tional forms of popular religion in Sicily"; 
"Auctions with entry/exit decisions"; "Mainte
nance of a polymorphism in mating behavior in 
swordfish"; "The systematic study of senate 
elections"; "The late prehistoric political econ
omy of the Upper Mantaro Valley in Peru"; 
"Sexual mimicry of swallowtail butterflies"; 
"Song production in freely behaving birds"; 

"American legal realism, empirical social science 
and the Law professor's professional identity"; 
"Norms, self-interest and taxpayers decisions: 
adaption to 1986 tax reform". 

The National Science Foundation shall report 
to the Committees on Appropria_tions by May 22, 
1992 on the amount of unobligated balances 
committed tor these grants. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE-MILITARY 

PROCUREMENT 

SHIPBUILDING AND CONVERSION, NAVY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
the subdivision "SSN-21 attack submarine pro
gram" in Public Law 102-172, and proposed tor 
rescission in R92-101, $375,500,000 are rescinded. 

OTHER PROCUREMENT, NAVY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, and proposed tor rescission 
in R92-102, $189,400,000 are rescinded. 

AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, $1,000,000,000 are rescinded 
from funds tor the B-2 bomber. 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 
EVALUATION 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 
EVALUATION, AIR FORCE 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, $131,000,000 are rescinded 
from the National Aerospace Plane. 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 
EVALUATION, DEFENSE AGENCIES 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102- 172, $1,300,000,000 are rescinded 
from the Strategic Defense Initiative. 

TITLE III 
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

ENERGY PROGRAMS 

FOSSIL ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing tor the Office of the Federal Inspector tor 
the Alaska Natural Gas Transportation System 
in Public Law 102-154, R92-34, $144,590 are re
scinded. 

TITLE IV 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, $11,300,000 are rescinded 
from classified programs. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, $16,700,000 are rescinded 
from classified programs. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR FORCE 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, $33,300,000 are rescinded 
from classified programs. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, DEFENSE 
AGENCIES 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102- 172, $33,000,000 are rescinded 
from classified programs. 
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PROCUREMENT 

PROCUREMENT OF WEAPONS AND TRACKED 
COMBAT VEHICLES, ARMY 

(RESCISSIONS) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, and proposed tor rescission 
in R92-105, $46,300,000 are rescinded; and of the 
funds provided under this heading in Public 
Law 101-511, $150,000,000 are rescinded. 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 101-161, $10,700,000 are rescinded. 

AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, NAVY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, and proposed tor rescission 
in R92-107, $15,000,000 are rescinded. 

WEAPONS PROCUREMENT, NAVY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
the subdivision "Other Missile Programs" in 
Public Law 101-511, and proposed tor rescission 
in R92-111, $60,000,000 are rescinded. 

OTHER PROCUREMENT, NAVY 

(RESCISSIONS) 

0! the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, $2,500,000 are rescinded 
from classified programs. 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 101-511, $37,000,000 are rescinded, of 
which $22,000,000 is from Point Defense Support 
Equipment and $15,000,000 is from the Produc
tivity Investment Fund program. 

PROCUREMENT, MARINE CORPS 

(RESCISSION) 

0! the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, $55,000,000 are rescinded of 
which $25,000,000 is from Tactical Intelligence 
Enhancements and $30,000,000 is from Night Vi
sion Equipment. 

MISSILE PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE 

(RESCISSIONS) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, $416,300,000 are rescinded, 
of which $344,000,000 is from the Advanced 
Cruise Missile program and $72,300,000 is from 
the MX missile program. 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 101-511, $112,200,000 are rescinded 
from the MX missile program. 

OTHER PROCUREMENT, AiR FORCE 

(RESCISSIONS) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, $118,200,000 are rescinded, 
of which $105,100,000 is from classified programs 
and $13,100,000 is from the Base Support pro
gram. 

01 the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 101-511, $20,000,000 are rescinded 
from the Base Support program. 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 101-165, $30,000,000 are rescinded 
from the Electronic Drug interdiction program. 

PROCUREMENT, DEFENSE AGENCIES 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, $10,700,000 are rescinded 
from classified programs. · 

NATIONAL GUARD AND RESERVE EQUIPMENT 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, and proposed tor rescission 
in R92-120, $45,000,000 are rescinded. 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND 
E-VALUATION 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND 
EVALUATION, ARMY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, $196,200,000 are rescinded, 

of which $49,400,000 is from the antisatellite 
weapon (ASAT) program, $51,000,000 is from the 
Forward Area Air Defense system, $70,000,000 is 
from the classified program "Tractor Helm", 
and $19,800,000 is from the Electronic Warfare 
Development program. 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 
EVALUATION, NAVY 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the funds provided under this heading in 

Public Law 102-172, $30,400,000 are rescinded, of 
which $1,400,000 is from the Antiairlantisurface 
warfare technology program, $1,400,000 is from 
the Command, control, communications ad
vanced technology program, $5,000,000 is from 
the Bomb Fuze Improvement program, $4,900,000 
is from the Target Systems Development pro
gram, $5,000,000 is from the Industrial Prepared
ness program, and $3,700,000 is from classified 
programs. 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND 
EVALUATION, AIR FORCE 

(RESCISSIONS) 
Of the funds provided under this heading in 

Public Law 102-172, and proposed for rescission 
in R92-127, $300,000,000 are rescinded; in addi
tion, of the funds provided under this heading 
in Public Law 102-172, $364,800,000 are re
scinded, of which $5,800,000 is from Defense Re
search Sciences, $69,600,000 is from Advanced 
Technology Development programs, $21,100,000 
is from the NCMC-TWIAA systems program, 
$22,000,000 is from the Night/Precision Attack 
program, $38,400,000 is from the Tactical Im
provement Program, $47,500,000 is from the Ad
vanced Launch System/National Launch Sys
tem, and $149,400,000 is from classified pro
grams. 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 101-511, $62,000,000 are rescinded 
from the Follow-on Early Warning System pro
gram. 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND 
EVALUATION, DEFENSE AGENCIES 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the funds provided under this heading in 

Public Law 102-172, $45,700,000 are rescinded, of 
which $4,000,000 is from Manufacturing Tech
nology, and $30,700,000 is from classified pro-
grams. 

qENERAL PROVISIONS 

SEC. 401. Funds available to the Department 
of Defense which were proposed for rescission 
by the President for programs, projects, or ac
tivities listed in the justification accompanying 
the rescission messages dated April 9, 1992, and 
which are not specifically rescinded by this Act 
in response to the President's request shall be 
made available for obligatio?~ for the same pro
grams, projects and activities as described in the 
messages of April 9, 1992. 

SEC. 402. The Classified Annex accompanying 
S. 2570 of the One Hundred Second Congress is 
hereby incorporated into this Act: Provided, 
That the amounts specified in the Classified 
Annex are not in addition to amounts rescinded 
by other provisions of this Act: Provided fur
ther, That the President shall provide for appro
priate distribution of the Classified Annex, or of 
appropriate portions of the Classified Annex, 
within the executive branch of the Government. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, how much 
time is there on this amendment, and 
under whose control? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
a period of 1 hour on this amendment. 
The time is equally divided between 
the Senator from West Virginia and 
the Senator from Oregon or his des
ignees. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 
the Chair. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, a par
liamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator will state U. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I am 
prepared to yield back the half hour in 
my control, and if the chairman of the 
committee controlling the other half 
yields back his time under his control, 
does that then set the stage for a Sen
ator to offer a perfecting amendment 
with a 1-hour time agreement? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair will state that if both Senators 
yield back their time, there will then 
be the original text with two sub
stitute amendments, so that tree is 
closed. 

The Senator from Arizona can offer a 
perfecting amendment to the original 
text at that point and that would be in 
order and that will have 1 hour of time 
equally divided. 

If both yield back their time, and 
they already have on the first amend
ment to the text offered by the Senator 
from West Virginia, and if bQth yield 
back their time on the second amend
ment offered by the Senator from West 
Virginia, then all time has expired and 
those two amendments are in a posi
tion where the yeas and nays have been 
ordered. 

I believe that the Senator asked for 
the yeas and nays on the second sub
stitute; was that correct? 

Mr. BYRD. This Senator has not yet 
requested the yeas and nays on the sec
ond substitute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas 
and nays have been ordered on the first 
substitute. I apologize to the Senator. 

So now if the time is yielded back, 
then the perfecting amendment to the 
original substitute text is in order. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I 
yield back the remainder of the time I 
control under this substitute amend
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator yields back his time on the second 
substitute that is offered. 

The Senator from West Virginia. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I yield 

back my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from West Virginia yields back his 
time. 

All time on the two substitute 
amendments to the original substitute 
which is being read for the purposes of 
an amendment as original text has ex
pired. So all time has expired on those 
two substitutes. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the Sen
ator from Arizona, if he gets recogni
tion, may now offer a perfecting 
amendment; is that not correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator may offer a perfecting amendment 
to the original text. 

Mr. McCAIN addressed the Chair. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the Sen

ator is not limited to offering a per
fecting amendment to the original 
text. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator is correct. There is the bill, there 
is the substitute to the bill, and there 
are two substitute amendments to the 
substitute of the bill. What the Chair 
was stating was that an amendment 
may not be offered to the two sub
stitutes to the bill because that tree is 
closed. But an amendment may be of
fered to the original text or to the sub
stitute that was offered by the commit
tee. 
It was the Chair's understanding that 

the substitute that was offered by the 
Senator from West Virginia was to the 
first substitute. If so, there are two 
amendments. There are two separate 
substitutes pending. So you have the 
original bill, the substitute to the 
original· bill, the first substitute of the 
Senator from West Virginia and the 
second substitute of the Senator from 
West Virginia. You would have those 
alternatives. Was that the intention of 
the Senator from West Virginia? 

Mr. BYRD. That is in accordance 
with the rules and the law. The origi
nal bill is open to a perfecting amend
ment. The committee substitute to the 
original bill is open to a perfecting 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is correct. So that the Senator of
fered a substitute to the substitute. 
That was the point I was trying to de
termine. I understand that now. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
seeks recognition. 

Mr. McCAIN. The Senator from Ari
zona. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1791 

(Purpose: To fully rescind funds proposed for 
rescission in R92-101) 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I have at 
the desk a perfecting amendment to 
the original text and I ask for its im
mediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report the amendment to the 
original test offered by the Senator 
from Arizona. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, that per
fecting amendment is to the first Byrd 
substitute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Correc
tion. The Senator is offering the 
amendment to the first Byrd sub
stitute; is that correct? 

Mr. McCAIN. Correct. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will report the amendment to the 
amendment to the first Byrd sub
stitute. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Arizona [Mr. MCCAIN], 
for himself and Mr. ROTH, proposes an 
amendment numbered 1791. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the appropriate place: 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE-MILITARY 
PROCUREMENT 

SHIPBUILDING AND CONVERSION, NAVY 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
the subdivision "SSN-21 attack submarine 
program" in Public Law 101-511, $1,075,700,000 
are rescinded; and of the funds provided 
under this heading in the subdivision "SSN-
21 attack submarine program" in Public Law 
102--172, $1,690,200,000 are rescinded. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, before I 
begin, I would like to ask, for the bene
fit of my colleagues, a parliamentary 
inquiry. How much time remains on 
the bill itself? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is 
approximately 8 hours and 13 minutes 
remaining on the original bill. 

Mr. McCAIN. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, before I continue I 

would like to extend my appreciation 
to both the chairman of the Appropria
tions Committee, Senator BYRD, and 
the ranking Republican member, Sen
ator HATFIELD, for their courtesy in al
lowing me to bring this amendment to 
debate and to a vote. 

Mr. President, the amendment that I 
am proposing would restore the Presi
dent's rescission in the Seawolf pro
gram. It would cut $2.766 billion from 
the fiscal year 1992 budget in SSN-21 
shipbuilding and conversion funds and 
$189.4 million in SSN-21 other procure
ment funds. This is a total of $2.955 bil
lion. The effect of the amendment 
would be to limit construction of the 
Seawolf to the SSN-21 now being built 
and terminate the program. It would 
not fund either the second Seawolf, the 
SSN-22, or the third, the SSN-23. It 
also would not restore funding for any 
other item of defense activity. It is a 
straightforward restoration of the 
President's decision to cancel the 
Seawolf program after the first sub
marine. 

Mr. President, before I turn to my 
reasons for proposing this amendment 
concerning the Seawolf submarine, I 
would like to put this amendment in 
context. We are not just debating indi
vidual rescissions, we are addressing a 
process which is clearly flawed and 
which violates the principles on which 
a workable rescission process should be 
based. 

After vetoing the tax bill, President 
Bush sent over a package of rescissions 
that he wanted considered by the U.S. 
Senate. There were some, I believe, 130 
rescissions in the President's package, 
and we are only considering a small 
number of these rescissions today. 

What we ~re actually considering in 
this package is not the President's pro
posals, but the proposals of the Senate 
Appropriations Committee. We will not 
be voting today to address the rescis
sions proposed by the President. We 
will not be voting to rescind the ex
penditure of $2.7 million on a food mar
keting center in Pennsylvania. We will 
not be voting today to rescind $400,000 

for cool-seasoned legume research. We 
will not be voting to rescind a $3.1 mil
lion poultry center. We will not even be 
voting to rescind $200,000 for the 
Vidalia onion storage research facility 
or the other projects which deserve to 
be rejected by this body and the Amer
ican people because they are-and I use 
the word with some hesitancy-pork 
barrel spending. 

We have not responded to President 
Bush, and he has made his views very 
clear about our lack of response. Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent 
that the statement of the administra
tion be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET, 
Washington, DC, May 5, 1992. 

STATEMENT OF ADMINISTRATION POLICY 
(S. 2403-Rescission Bill, FY 1992-Sponsor: 

Byrd, West Virginia) 
This Statement of Administration Policy 

provides the Administration's views on S. 
2403, the rescission bill, as approved by the 
Appropriations Committee. For the reasons 
discussed below, the President's senior advis
ers would recommend veto of the substitute 
to S. 2403 reported by the Committee on 
April 30th. 

In an effort to reduce wasteful spending, 
the President recently proposed 224 rescis
sion items totaling $7,879 mill'ion. While the 
Appropriations Committee's Bill exceeds the 
total level of rescissions proposed, it is the 
Administration's view that the Committee 
has taken an unnecessary, undesirable, and 
unproductive approach by targeting outs in 
critical strategic and other defense pro
grams. 

In particular, the Administration strongly 
objects to the rescissions of: $1.3 billion for 
the Strategic Defense Initiative; $1.0 billion 
for the B-2; $0.18 billion for the National 
Aerospace Plane and National Launch Sys
tem; and about $0.4 billion for unidentified 
classified programs. 

The President proposed over $7 billion in 
defense rescissions by identifying those pro
grams that are no longer needed as a result 
of changes in the external threat to national 
security. Cutting critical programs is not a 
viable alternative to eliminating unneces
sary programs such as the Seawolf Sub
marine, M-1 tank conversion, F-14 aircraft 
modifications, and reducing unnecessary Na
tional Guard and Reserve Equipment fund
ing. In addition, the Administration has not 
had an opportunity to review the Classified 
Annex for the classified programs and 
strongly objects to language that would in
corporate the Annex by reference. 

The Committee approved only $12 million 
of the $737 million in domestic program re
ductions proposed by the President, and sub
stituted what the Administration believes is 
a gimmick. The Administration strongly op
poses the $743 million rescission of section 8 
certificate amendments because it would not 
result in any decrease in Federal spending. 
Instead, the rescission would only increase 
the unfunded liabilities for those long-term 
subsidies. The funds for these section 8 
amendments are needed to cover the long
term requirements of subsidized rental hous
ing contracts. 

FY 1992 appropriations for International 
Affairs programs have already been cut sub
stantially more in percentage terms than ei-
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ther domestic or defense programs, relative 
to the spending limits in the Budget Enforce
ment Act. Funding for foreign assistance is 
especially constrained under the Continuing 
Resolution and because of reprogramming of 
existing funds to the former Soviet Repub
lics. The Administration believes that most 
of the reductions identified by the Commit
tee would adversely affect the Administra
tion's ability to support important foreign 
policy objectives. 

(Mr. KOHL assumed the chair.) 
Mr. McCAIN. I will quote from this 

statement very briefly. 
In an effort to reduce wasteful spending, 

the President recently proposed 224 rescis
sion items totaling $7,879 million. While the 
Appropriations Committee's Bill exceeds the 
total level of rescissions proposed, it is the 
Administration's view that the committee 
has taken an unnecessary, undesirable, and 
unproductive approach by targeting cuts in 
critical strategic and other defense pro
grams.*** 

The President proposed over $7 billion in 
defense rescissions by identifying those pro
grams that are no longer needed as a result 
of changes in the external threat to national 
security. * * * In addition, the Administra
tion has not had an opportunity to review 
the Classified Annex for the classified pro
grams.*** 

The Committee approved only $12 million 
of the $737 million in domestic program re
ductions proposed by the President, and sub
stituted what the Administration believes is 
a gimmick. The Administration strongly op
poses the $743 million rescission of section 8 
certificate amendments because it would not 
result in any decrease in Federal spending. 
Instead, the rescission would only increase 
the unfunded liabilities for these long-term 
subsidies. 

Mr. President, let me repeat a key 
point. We are not here today to con
sider the President's rescission pack
age. We are here to consider a package 
of proposals made by the Senate Appro
priations Committee. Now this is en
tirely within their authority. It is en
tirely within their authority under the 
Budget and Rescission Act of 1974. But 
what will happen, Mr. President-and I 
think the American people should 
know-is what happened on the tax 
bill, what is going to happen on cam
paign finance reform and what is going 
to happen with other bad legislation 
this year. The wrong kind of bill will 
be passed by this body, and will go to 
conference. There will be a House-Sen
ate conference report which will also 
fail to meet the Nation's needs, which 
will be vetoed by the President, and 
the President's veto will be sustained. 

The problem is that there will be no 
rescissions. There will be no reductions 
in the wasteful and pork barrel spend
ing which has helped so enormously in 
giving us a $4 trillion deficit. 

Mr. President, President Bush offered 
130 rescissions and the Appropriations 
Committee rejected 97. It turned the 
entire rescission process into what ap
pears to be congressional disregard for 
most of the President's rescission 
packages. 

I am confident the voters are already 
angry about waste in the Congress and 

will become more angered after watch
ing this debate. I am confident they are 
not interested in congressional turf 
wars; they are interested in results. It 
is this interest in results which ex
plains why Americans hold Congress in 
increasingly low esteem. 

Mr. President, let me now turn to the 
specific issue at hand. My amendment 
concerning the Seawolf submarine, in
volves complex issues and issues which 
are not easily fully debated in 1 short 
hour of time. I will restrict myself to 
summarizing my key points, and let 
others raise their arguments in ampli
fication. 

Let me start out by saying that I 
have the deepest sympathy, admira
tion, and respect for those who work at 
the Electric Boat Co. and make the fin
est submarines that the world has ever 
seen. They have a record of doing an 
outstanding job, for many years and 
there is no doubt that the Seawolf sub
marine is an advance in the state of 
the art. 

But the time where we need to spend 
over one-fourth of this country's ship
building budget on one class of ship 
which is designed to fight a specific 
class of ships, that is, the Russian nu
clear submarine fleet, is over. The Rus
sian submarine construction effort is 
fading, and many Russian submarines 
are not leaving port. 

The time when we needed a Seawolf 
designed to protect our sea lines of 
communications when there is no 
longer a threat to those sea lines of 
communications is over. The time we 
could fund submarines we don't need 
when there are other compelling na
tional security requirements such as 
sealift, airlift, amphibious capability, 
rapidly deployable forces, communica
tions, better intelligence is over. All of 
the lessons of the Persian Gulf war in
dicate that there are many other areas 
we need to spend more money. For ex
ample, the greatest threat to peace in 
the world today is the proliferation of 
weapons of mass destruction and the 
means to deliver them-a threat the 
Seawolf does nothing to counter. 

The Seawolf simply does not have a 
priority which justifies the expenditure 
of the taxpayers' dollars at a time 
when defense is shrinking. 

We literally cannot afford to live in 
the past. Today, we have very different 
defense budgets. Even if the President's 
fiscal year 1993 budget is fully funded, 
it will be 29 percent smaller in real 
terms than it was in 198&--at the height 
of the Reagan buildup. It will be 7 per
cent smaller than in fiscal year 1992. 
By fiscal year 1997, it will be 37 percent 
lower than it was in fiscal year 1985. 
The cold war is over and so are the cold 
war defense budgets. Even if the Bush 
5-year defense program for fiscal year 
1993-fiscal year 1997 is fully funded, de
fense spending will drop by an average 
of 4 percent per year, and be 37 percent 
lower in fiscal year 1997 than it was in 
fiscal year 1985. 

Now this may sound like one more 
empty economic statistic, and we hear 
a lot of them upon this floor, but it 
does have a very practical meaning. We 
are not debating increases in the de
fense budget. We are not talking about 
increases in Federal spending. We are 
only talking about one thing: Transfer
ing the taxpayers' money from one ac
count to another. 

What this means, in very simple 
terms, is that no action we take here 
today will keep more Americans at 
work. In fact, virtually every action we 
take that requires the Department of 
Defense to waste time and scarce re
sources in unnecessary purchases and 
other activities will increase overhead 
and cost jobs. The net impact of our ac
tions-by encouraging wasteful spend
ing-will really be fewer jobs for Amer
ica. 

If the Seawolf is continued for the 
second and third production model, we 
will indeed save jobs at the Electric 
Boat Co. in Groton, CT and in Rhode 
Island. But, since there is a fixed ceil
ing on the defense budget, we can only 
do so by forcing other Americans to 
lose jobs someplace else in our country. 
The money that will be spent on the 
Seawolf submarine will not be spent on 
other systems-other systems that the 
President, the Secretary of Defense, 
and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff too, are more critical to our na
tional security needs. 

Let me also point out that if the 
Seawolf submarine is continued and 
SSN-22 and SSN-23 are produced, we 
still will not have jobs in the long run. 
Buying two more Seawolves will not be 
enough to bridge the gap between the 
present shipbuilding effort at the Elec
tric Boat Co. and the time when the 
Centurion submarine, which is the fol
low-on submarine to the Seawolf, will 
be ready for construction. We will only 
save part of the jobs involved and then 
only for a few short years. 

Now let me talk about costs. The 
Comptroller's office of the Department 
of Defense has just given me its latest 
estimate of the true incremental cost 
to complete two Seawolf submarines. I 
will go with the judgment of the Comp
troller's office, although others may 
use older and different figures. 

The incremental cost of building two 
more Seawol ves after all termination 
costs are paid, is $2.8 to $3.3 billion 
from 1992 to 1997. This is not the total 
incremental cost; it is simply the in
cremental cost of the program over the 
coming 5-year period when we can 
make reasonable predictions. It also 
assumes that the Seawolf will not be 
subject to further cost escalation, al
though such cost escalation is highly 
probable because of troubled sub
systems in the Seawolf like to BSY-Z. 

Now what does spending that $2.8 to 
$3.3 billion mean in terms of jobs lost 
to other people? A lot of people have 
talked about what this spending means 
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to Electric Boat and its subcontrac
tors, but this $2.8 billion to $3.3 billion 
only comes by taking jobs away from 
other people. It costs about $35,000 a 
year to keep one of the men and women 
who served in Desert Storm in service. 
This is also about the cost of keeping 
one ordinary worker employed in the 
defense industry. If we use this $35,000 
measurement as the cost of labor, then 
providing this funding for the Seawolf 
submarine will displace the jobs of 
80,000 other Americans. 

I know those who favor the Seawolf 
can argue with the exact details of this 
calculation, but they cannot argue 
with the fundamental reality that 
what is good for Electric Boat is not 
good for our Armed Forces and is not 
good for the rest of the defense indus
try. We are talking about job displace
ment, not job creation. Someone in 
New England or in the Midwest or in 
the South or in the West will lose his 
or her job for every job retained at 
Electric Boat. 

Let me be even more specific. Elec
tric Boat has conveniently provided me 
with its estimates of the money that 
will be spent in Arizona on two more 
Seawolfs-$59,052,000. This money will 
go to several key firms in my State
Allied Signal, ITT, Cannon, and Ser
geant Controls. I could make much the 
same argument for jobs as my col
leagues in Connecticut and Rhode Is
land, and I am not rising to oppose the 
Seawolf because they are getting the 
money and Arizona is not. The problem 
is that providing that $59 million for 
the firms in my State has to come from 
somewhere else. It may well mean 
more defense industry employees, men 
and women in uniform, and Depart
ment of Defense civilians lose their 
jobs in Arizona than would be the case 
if we did not fund the Seawolf. 

Let me now turn to the issue of 
Seawolf and our national defense 
needs. The plain truth is the argu
ments being made for Seawolf have lit
tle to do with our Nation's defense. As 
I noted earlier, the Seawolf class of 
submarines is a historic relic of the 
cold war. In fact, even when the cold 
war was underway, the SSN- 21 was a 
source of intense controversy within 
the Navy. Many submariners felt the 
decision to construct the SSN- 21 class 
submarine was wrong. They worried 
that the Seawolf was being built to jus
tify a given reactor design rather than 
respond to a threat. They worried that 
the value of the Seawolf would be de
pendent on a class of advanced weapons 
like the Sea Lance that might never be 
fielded, and they were right. All of 
these weapons have now been canceled. 

They felt the Seawolf would only 
make marginal war fighting improve
ments over the SSN-688, and they were 
far more right than they could ever 
have feared. We now ·have a world 
where we no longer plan to fight an ag
gressive and constantly modernized So-

viet submarine threat. They felt each 
Seawolf would be so costly that its 
construction would force us to make 
major cuts in our total number of ac
tively deployed submarine and surface 
forces, and they will probably be right 
here, too. 

Finally, they also felt the decision to 
build the SSN-21 responded to the 
views of the Navy submarine technoc
racy, while many Navy war fighting 
studies indicated that what was needed 
was a much smaller and more flexibly 
designed submarine. In fact, the Centu
rion concept is just this smaller and 
more flexible submarine. 

Mr. President, if the Seawolf will not 
bring jobs and will not bring added na
tional security, what will it bring? 
Some advocates have argued that its 
construction will have a beneficial im
pact on our industrial base. But, Mr. 
President, the industrial base argu
ment simply does not hold water. To 
begin with, we face the same basic 
problem of tradeoffs when we spend 
money to preserve Electric Boat's in
dustrial base that we face when we 
spend money for Electric Boat's jobs. 
We only have a fixed amount of money. 
Everything we spend on Electric Boat's 
industrial base requires us to cut some 
other aspect of our defense industrial 
base. We also cannot argue for spend
ing money to preserve just one part of 
our cold war industrial base. If we use 
the argument for the Seawolf indus
trial base, then what reason do we have 
for terminating the industrial base for 
strategic bombers? For small ICBM's? 
Or for all the other weapons systems 
which we have had to cancel. 

We also must consider the fact that 
all the present arguments for the 
Seawolf assume that Congress will 
make no further cuts in President 
Bush's defense budget requests, that 
there will be no further cost escalation 
in the Seawolf submarine, and that the 
Navy's changing force requirements 
will not lead to still further cuts in the 
active nuclear submarine forces. Yet, 
none of these premises seem likely to 
prove valid. 

Unless new threats emerge, Congress 
is likely to make still further cuts in 
defense spending, just as it is doing 
with this rescission package when it 
takes money away from the programs 
we really need. The Navy is reapprais
ing the Soviet submarine threat and is 
highly likely to cut its total nuclear
powered submarine force to preserve 
its power projection capabilities. It 
may well turn out that we could sus
pend nuclear attack submarine con
struction for several years and focus a 
much smaller amount of resources on 
creating the kind of new submarine de
sign and industrial base we really need 
to meet our new national security 
needs. 

Let me conclude by reminding my 
colleagues that my amendments of the 
Seawolf only focus on the most visible 

problem we face in the rescission pack
age. There are many other problems. 
The Appropriations Committee rescis
sion bill finds a mysterious $500 million 
in excess inventory that it cannot real
ly identify. It takes $86 million out of 
something called Pentagon travel. It 
kills $525 million in sealift, and naval 
support vessels, although our need for 
more sealift capability is a clear lesson 
of the Persian Gulf war. 

The Appropriations Committee bill 
takes $38.5 million away from the F-15 
and F-16 programs, which are a vital 
part of our power projection activity. 
It effectively kills the National Aero
space Plane Program. It takes $344 mil
lion away from a greatly reduced Stra
tegic Nuclear Weapons Program before 
we have a START treaty, and it takes 
several hundred million dollars away 
from a wide range of research and de
velopment activities. 

We also have to remember this bill 
will go to conference with the House 
bill, which may include different prior
ities and different special interests: It 
may include waste such as spending $61 
million on unnecessary MRE's or meals 
ready to eat. It may include waste like 
spending $20 million on unwanted 2.5-
ton truck engines of the wrong kind, 
spending $78 million on unwanted ship
yard modernization, $32 million on a 
Fort Bragg Irwin educational dem
onstration project, $164 million on 
unrequested naval aircraft modifica
tions, and $36 million on unneeded elec
tronic buoys and total array sonars. 

We also risk confronting a whole new 
list of House rescissions in military re
search and development, including 
some $366 million in Navy R&D pro
grams, $5 million in Air Force R&D 
programs and $238 million in Army 
R&D programs. 

In presenting my amendment, I delib
erately avoided mentioning the dam
age that this rescission package will do 
to our SDI Program at a time when it 
is clear we face major uncertainties re
garding the nuclear forces of the 
former Soviet Union and a growing 
risk of proliferation. I hope that by 
concentrating on one key issue of the 
expenditure of the taxpayers' dollars, 
then we can at least remove one major 
abuse from this exercise. The fact is, 
however, the appropriations bills would 
make massive changes in defense pol
icy and strategy under the name of re
scissions. 

Mr. President, the process cries out 
for reform. I still think that, in all 
fairness to the American taxpayers, 
every one of the President's rescissions 
should have been considered by this 
body. 

Yet, most of the President's rescis
sions that he requested will never even 
be voted on, and that is wrong. We 
must both reform this and learn we 
simply cannot afford to spend billions 
of dollars on weapons systems, that do 
not meet the priorities of our national 
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security in these days of shrinking de
fense budgets. 

Mr. President, I reserve the remain
der of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, how much 
time does the distinguished Senator 
need? 

Mr. INOUYE. Fifteen minutes. 
Mr. BYRD. I yield 15 minutes to the 

Senator from Hawaii [Mr. INOUYE]. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair recognizes the Senator from Ha
waii. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I rise 
with some reluctance because I find it 
necessary to speak against my dear 
friend and colleague from Arizona. 

When the Seawolf program was first 
conceived, the Pentagon planned to 
produce 29 submarines. Then it was 
later reduced to 15, further reduced to 
9 and last year concluded that three 
would suffice. Now the amendment is 
to further reduce that to one. 

The major thrust of my friend from 
Arizona is that by following the Presi
dent's rescission request, the taxpayers 
of the United States would save money. 
Mr. President, if that were true, I 
would not be standing here. 

It just happens that whenever there 
is a contract of this magnitude, or for 
that matter even a smaller one, defense 
contractors almost always will include 
in the contract provisions a termi
nation clause, a clause that would be
come operative if the United States 
should decide to cancel the contract. In 
this contract, there is such a termi
nation clause. And so, when the Presi
dent made his announcement on the re
scission, naturally, the Armed Services 
Committee of this body convened a 
speci.al meeting to question the Assist
ant Secretary for Acquisition. And a 
simple question was asked: What is the 
cost of termination? How much will it 
cost the people of the United States to 
terminate this contract? The answer 
was: We do not know. 

Soon thereafter, the Department of 
Defense Comptroller came forth with a 
number, $450 million. Almost imme
diately after that, it was amended to 
$900 million. As of this moment, the 
latest number is $1.9 billion. And even 
at that, there are those who suggest 
that it could go higher than that. 

But, Mr. President, let us assume 
that it is $1.9 billion. We should add to 
this amount $1 billion more because 
the contractor, in pursuance of the pro
visions of this contract, proceeded to 
procure equipment, parts, supplies-1 
billion dollars' worth of supplies, 
equipment, and parts. In other words, 
$1 billion has already been sunk into 
these two submarines. So now we have, 
according to the Navy, termination 
and sunk costs of $2.9 billion, a sum 
which incidentally exceeds the amount 
that is supposed to be saved for tax
payers. 

No one disagrees that if these two 
submarines are rescinded and the con
tract is canceled, the producer, Elec
tric Boat Co., will go out of business. 
No one can contest this. Everyone 
knows that this Electric Boat Co. has 
been making submarines for nearly 100 
years. That is all they have made all 
these years; they have provided the 
Armed Services of the United States 
with submarines. If we decide to do 
away with the Seawolf, that plant will 
close. 

Then another provision comes into 
effect: The shutdown cost. According 
to the figures presented to the Armed 
Services Committee, that would be 
somewhere between $500 million and 
$1.5 billion. So the cost of termination, 
Mr. President, could be somewhere be
tween $3.4 and $4.4 billion. 

On one side of the ledger, the Presi
dent says by following his rescission, 
we will save $2.9 billion. And yet if we 
add up all of the costs associated with 
termination, we would say to him: 
"But, Mr. President, to follow your ad
vice would cost $3.4 to $4.4 billion." 
There is no savings whatsoever; none 
whatsoever. 

We spoke of the industrial base. My 
friend from Arizona says that is not a 
valid argument. But this is the only 
shop that can make these submarines. 
We need to bridge the gap to construc
tion of the next generation submarine, 
the Centurion. Otherwise, history will 
tell us manpower, personnel, manage
ment of Electric Boat will just scatter. 
No one will be sitting in Groton, CT, 
waiting for the next job without get
ting paid. 

Why is this so important? Mr. Presi
dent, we have the edge in nuclear pro
pulsion. Our nuclear fleet has already 
sailed 90 million miles. It has also has 
had 4,000 years of operation without 
one mishap-without one mishap. So 
our technology is an advancement, a 
very important one, one that we should 
be very careful in not losing. In fact, 
when the Deputy Secretary of Defense 
was asked, do you know what the im
pact would be, if this is rescinded, the 
answer was no, because no studies had 
been made. The studies began after the 
decision was made, Mr. President. I 
cannot quite understand how they 
reached the decision to rescind these 
funds, not having made the appropriate 
studies. 

Third, Seawolf is the new generation 
attack submarine. We are not talking 
about the Trident, the ones that have 
missiles that cross continents. These 
are the attack submarines. This sub
marine will carry cruise missiles. That 
was the smart bomb of the Persian 
Gulf war. The Los Angeles class, or the 
SN-688, will carry 12. This submarine 
will carry almost twice as many. It can 
respond to regional conflicts. 

Yes, it is true that the Soviet Union 
is no more and the Warsaw Pact is no 
more, but we have regional problems. I 

doubt if anyone in this august body can 
tell us what will happen in the Middle 
East 6 months from now, or between 
India and Pakistan, or in the Korean 
Peninsula. 

It might be well if we remind our
selves, Mr. President, that in January 
1990, we, the people of the United 
States, were absolutely certain that 
Saddam Hussein was our friend. In 
fact, General Schwarzkopf was being 
groomed for retirement; his services 
were no longer needed. The Central 
Command was in the process of being 
dismantled, half sent to Europe, the 
other half to the Southern Command. 

At the same time, our Department of 
Commerce was in the process of estab
lishing a trade fair in Baghdad to sell 
the Iraqis aerospace technology and 
computer technology. He was the recip
ient, the major beneficiary of a $4 bil
lion agricultural aid program. He had a 
$200 million line of credit with the 
Eximbank. On August 3, he became the 
second Hitler of this century. 

Mr. President, if you recall, several 
of my colleagues visited Saddam Hus
sein and came back with very favorable 
comments to make of him. And so if 
you ask me will there be another si tua
tion where weapons of this nature can 
be used, I do not know. But all I know 
is that we thought Saddam Hussein 
was our friend in 1990 and look where it 
led us. 

So I hope that from the standpoint of 
saving money, we will defeat this 
amendment; from the standpoint of 
saving our technological edge, we will 
defeat this amendment; and No.3, from 
the standpoint of the uncertainty on 
this globe, we will defeat this amend
ment. 

I yield back the remainder of my 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. McCAIN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair recognizes the Senator from Ari
zona. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays on this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I yield 5 

minutes to the Senator from Washing
ton. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair recognizes the Senator from 
Washington for 5 minutes. 

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, under 
normal circumstances, one would ex
pect this amendment to be adopted al
most unanimously by this body be
cause it combines two elements in its 
decade-long debate over our national 
defense. It would normally be sup
ported by those who simply think we 
are wasting far too much money on the 
national security of this country and 
should have more money for a peace 
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dividend and who therefore, generally 
speaking, vote against any new weap
ons system. And of course it should be 
supported by those who can discern no 
significant purpose for the Seawolf sub
marine. 

Nevertheless, by a set of steps of leg
islative legerdemain we now have a bill 
which is not only a rescission bill, 
which in the view of this Senator is a 
pork barrel bill, we are going to retain 
defense systems which the Secretary of 
Defense and the armed services believe, 
quite correctly to be unneeded. And we 
are going to do so by canceling defense 
systems which those same people feel 
have a real purpose. 

This Senator recognizes that both 
the B-2 and the SDI programs are con
troversial. Nevertheless, in each case 
there is some realistic scenario of use 
for a Stealth bomber and for defense 
against rogue missile attacks against 
the United States. 

There is, Mr. President, no purpose 
whatsoever for a Seawolf submarine. 
Proponents are reduced to arguing that 
we simply have to keep a company in 
business, paying it presumably billions 
of dollars a year just to be there even 
though the entire threat for which the 
Seawolf submarine was designed has 
totally and completely disappeared. 

In addition, and just as an aside, all 
of the very .real savings of millions of 
dollars in the original rescission bill 
have been canceled almost without ex
ception and for them we substitute a 
housing program cancellation which is 
not a real cancellation and which will 
simply defer a bill to another year. 

This bill, in the view of this Senator, 
Mr. President, is designed to be vetoed. 
It is designed to save all of the spend
ing programs, both those nominally 
canceled in this bill because the bill 
will be vetoed but therefore saving all 
of the spending programs which the 
President proposed for rescission as 
well. The real goal is to save no money 
at all. 

Mr. President, I am convinced that 
this bill, should it go to the President, 
will be vetoed because it misstates de
fense priorities, saving pork and reduc
ing programs which can have some im
pact on the future of the United States. 

I will further submit, Mr. President, 
that while this way of doing business 
will almost certainly be successful in 
this body, it will not be successful with 
the people of the United States or in 
the Presidential election. 

Mr. President, I hope and believe, 
when he vetoes this proposal, will sim
ply resubmit his original realistic pro
posal. This body can do what it is doing 
here over again if it wishes to do so, 
but the President of the United States 
will win the battle over the minds and 
hearts of the people of the United 
States on the proposition of whether or 
not this submarine without a purpose 
but with a huge cost ought to be inte
gral to the future defense of the United 
States. 

It should not be. This gimmick will 
not be successful. We should go ahead 
and vote on the proposals which the 
President submitted to us in the first 
place. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I yield 6 
minutes to the Senator from Rhode Is
land. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
. Chair recognizes Senator CHAFEE for 6 
minutes. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, it is cu
rious, is it not, that on the floor of the 
Senate, when we do not like a program, 
it is pork barrel. We have heard those 
accusations made this afternoon about 
different programs, particularly as re
gards the Seawolf, whereas if something 
is made within our State, whether it is 
a B-2 or whatever it is, that is not pork 
barrel, that is something quite dif
ferent. 

Well, we are used to those charges. 
But, Mr. President, I would just like to 
say that this argument in favor of the 
Seawolf this afternoon is not one based 
upon jobs. No matter what happens, 
whether the Seawolf second and third 
are built, the employment at Electric 
Boat will decline from the current 
level of 21,000 to less than 9,000 individ
uals. So that is a cut of some 60 per
cent. 

Mr. President, we have heard some 
very strong arguments made by the 
distinguished Senator from Hawaii in 
favor of the Seawolf submarine. 

Let me just say something about in
dustrial base. Somehow that seems to 
be scorned here as another word for 
pork barrel. Electric Boat has built 
submarines since the 1890's, and indeed 
during the Depression, when they did 
not receive orders from the United 
States Navy, they received orders and 
were able to survive because of ship
building contracts, submarine building 
contracts from Peru, Australia, Great 
Britain, Brazil, and Canada and they 
were kept alive. In the peak of World 
War II, in 1942, Electric Boat was pro
ducing a submarine for the U.S. Navy 
every 2 weeks. That was the demand 
placed upon Electric Boat. 

Now they are not permitted to sell 
submarines abroad, either nuclear-pow
ered submarines, or they are not per
mitted to go into the market of diesel 
submarines. So their only customer is 
the U.S. Navy. 

It is incredibly complicated to build 
a submarine. Indeed, it takes from 4 to 
5 or 6 years in some instances and the 
skills of the welders and the elec
tricians and the pipefitters and the en
gineers are not easily developed. Peo
ple who talk about marking an indus
trial base say, well, we will have the 
same for the B-2 and we will have the 
same for aircraft construction. 

There is a link between modern com
mercial aircraft and building bombers 
and building fighter aircraft, but there 

is no link between building submarines 
and anything else. Indeed, what will 
create the most sufferance will come 
from the suppliers to these two prin
cipal yards. We just do not have those 
subcontractors around that can build 
these intricate valves, built at extreme 
tolerances because of the nuclear de
mand. They are not building the same 
type of valves for the nuclear-powered 
cruisers or aircraft carriers. So these 
subcontractors will just plain go out of 
business. 

If we do not build Seawolf two and 
three, there will not be a new sub
marine ·ordered by the U.S. Navy from 
either of these two yards for a gap of at 
least 7 years because nobody antici
pates we are going to be ordering new 
submarines. 

The Centurion at the last part of this 
century, probably in the year 1999, will 
be the first order to go out for a new 
submarine. So what we are talking 
about here is serious business. 

I do not think we ought to denigrate 
the term "industrial base" because it 
is going to be gone. I am deeply con
cerned because, yes some 21,000 Rhode 
Islanders work for Electric Boat. There. 
will not be 9,000 after this year because 
no matter what happens that will de
crease by some 60 percent. But these 
individuals have incredible skills. They 
are going to be closed. 

We build the first part of the sub
marine. Then it is shipped down to 
Groton. The balance of the hull is as
sembled there. The balance of our 
workers are gone. This great naval 
shipyard will be closed. So I believe at 
the very marginal extra cost that is 
going to be covered here, perhaps $2.7 
billion additional, because there are 
some costs that have already taken 
place-they are not going to be recov
ered-some $2.5 billion is already spent 
or will be spent, needed to close these 
yards. 

But there is another factor, Mr. 
President, I would like to mention. 
That is if these yards are closed, and if 
this base is lost, these subcontractors, 
the costs for the new submarine, the 
Centurion, at the last part of this cen
tury will be incredibly high. No one is 
able to calculate that. But it seems to 
me we ought to consider the costs of 
that additional submarine, those new 
submarines that we are going to build. 

No one has suggested we are going to 
be without submarines in the U.S. 
Navy. So when we proceed to build that 
new class of submarine, the Centurion, 
at the last part of this century, the 
cost of that submarine will be astro
nomically high because we have lost 
that base. Can we create that base 
again? Yes, we can. Will it cost a tre
mendous sum? Unquestionably. Will 
those first submarines be of the quality 
they should have been? No. Because of 
the lost skills and techniques of those 
subcontractors. 

So, Mr. President, I very strongly op
pose this amendment by the Senator 
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from Arizona and strongly hope that 
this Congress will reject that amend
ment, will proceed with the construc
tion of the second and third Seawolfs. 
That will not have these yards flour
ishing. Once upon a time those yards 
were getting four attack submarines 
and one Trident submarine a year. And 
now it will be two submarines to last 
over 7 years. But, Mr. President, if we 
are going to maintain this essential 
base, it is absolutely important that 
this amendment be rejected. 

I thank the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. McCAIN addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair recognizes the Senator from Ari
zona. 

Mr. McCAIN. I yield 5 minutes to the 
Senator from Virginia [Mr. WARNER]. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Virginia is recognized for 5 
minutes. · 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I join 
my distinguished colleague from Ari
zona, a fellow sailor from the U.S. 
Navy. I support his amendment. 

I think he has shown great courage 
to come forth and advocate this posi
tion which in my judgment is clearly 
the correct position. 

The word "pork" has been men
tioned. I shall not use it because, as my 
good friend and colleague from Rhode 
Island, the former Secretary of the 
Navy, mentioned, there are times when 
we do look after our State's interests. 
In reality I may be speaking against 
my State's interests because shipyards 
in my State have fought tenaciously to 
be participants in this program. Should 
this amendment be defeated, allowing 
the Seawolf program to proceed to build 
three submarines, there is a strong pos
sibility that firms in my State might 
benefit, for example the Newport News 
Shipbuilding & Dry Dock, by virtue of 
becoming subcontractors. So I speak 
against those contingent interests. 

I also speak against my interests of 
long standing with the U.S. Navy. I 
know of no organization that has done 
more for this individual, more than my 
days with the Navy. Apart from fiscal 
considerations, the Navy would like 
this program to continue so that many 
new technologies can be tested under 
actual sea operations. 

But I speak because this is the open
ing salvo on how we the Congress will 
construct this defense budget. Will we 
continue to follow the time-tested doc
trine that there be a correlation, a di
rect correlation, between the threat, as 
best we can estimate it in the years to 
come, and those programs which we 
feel are in our interests and those of 
our allies to meet that threat? Or will 
we let the pork pressures addressed by 
Senator CHAFEE mold and shape, in 
some degree, the 1993 defense program. 
Maintaining our industrial base for 
submarines is in our national interest, 

but building three SSN-21 ships is not 
the only solution. 

To prepare for my participation in 
this debate, Mr. President, I went back 
and examined the record before this 
Congress that once justified this pro
gram. I think it is fascinating because 
it clearly lends support to the position 
taken by the Senator from Arizona. It 
is here in black and white in the offi
cial records of the U.S. Senate. 

Let me review for you some of the 
history of testimony received on this 
submarine program. 

In March 1982, the Deputy Chief of 
Naval Operations for Surface Warfare, 
Admiral Walters, testified: 

It is imperative that we retain qualitative 
superiority in this critical area of naval war
fare [attack submarines]. As the Soviets con
tinue to construct new and increasingly so
phisticated submarines, it becomes more dif
ficult to maintain that qualitative edge. The 
Soviets are building fast, quiet, deep diving 
submarines. It will be a challenge to our 
technological competence to stay ahead of 
them in the future. 

Watch that word "superiority," it ap
pears time and time again. Watch that 
word. 

In October 1983, Navy Secretary John 
Lehman wrote a letter to several com
mittee chairmen, in which he stated: 

We can no longer be comfortable on the 
basis of technological superiority. Soviet 
submarines are becoming quieter at an 
alarming rate, much faster than previously 
predicted.* * * 

The Seawolf is essential. Let me rein
force the fact that the principal basis 
for the Seawall program was the threat 
from the Soviet Union. Defense Sec
retary Caspar Weinberger, in his an
nual report released in February 1984, 
stated: 

To meet the Soviet submarine threat of 
the 21st century, we have started designing a 
new attack submarine, the SSN-21. A key 
objective is to make improvements in sound 
quieting in order to preserve our acoustic ad
vantage over a Soviet submarine force mak
ing major advances in quieting technology. 

And in February 1985, Admiral Wat
kins, the Chief of Naval Operations, 
told the Congress: 

The new design submarine, SSN-21 * * * is 
absolutely essential to our continued quali
tative superiority over the Soviets. 

And testimony about the Soviet 
threat continued during the 1980's. In 
March 1987, the Director of Naval Nu
clear Propulsion, Admiral McKee, tes
tified: 

Today* * *we face an unprecedented chal
lenge to our superiority from the Soviet 
Navy. We can successfully meet this chal
lenge * * *. The SSN-21 Seawolf submarine 
* * * will be the foundation for far-term sub
marine superiority* * *.It will be highly su
perior to Soviet Submarines for the foresee
able future. If we are to maintain undersea 
superiority in the far-term, I see no alter
native to Seawolf. 

On that same date, the Deputy Chief 
of Naval Operations for Submarine 
Warfare, Admiral DeMars, stated: 

The Soviets know we have it [submarine 
superiority] and what it does for our coun-

try, and they want to wrest that away from 
us. That is why they are moving ahead so ag
gressively on so many different classes of 
submarines * * * They are learning with 
each one of their [new] submarines, and they 
are moving ahead, and they are continuing 
to close the gap. * * * 

At that same hearing, the following 
exchange occurred between Senator 
ExoN and Admiral DeMars: 

EXON. We continually hear about the situa
tion that the Soviet Union is considered 9 or 
11 feet tall, especially in the build-up along 
the line in NATO. But from my experience I 
would say, number one, and I want to know 
publicly if you agree, there is no window of 
vulnerability as far as our submarine force is 
concerned vis-a-vis the Soviet Union as of 
now. 

DEMARS. Yes, sir. 
ExoN. I recognize there is a threat. Is that 

right? 
DEMARS. Yes, sir. We have a comfortable 

margin of superiority now. The concern is 
for the future. 

Mr. President, that was the rationale 
for the Seawolf program. The Soviet 
Navy was advancing rapidly, and our 
country needed to plan for the future. 
We observed improvements in the So
viet submarine force; we had learned of 
the Walker spy ring, and how it moti
vated the Soviets to emphasize im
provements in their own submarine ca
pabilities. At that time, the Seawolf 
made sense. 

But all that has changed. Our world 
has changed, and we must adjust. We 
should not engage in self-serving fan
tasy; instead, we should look at the 
truth squarely; and we should try to 
keep in mind the broadest possible per
spective. 

And that perspective means under
standing that everything carries a 
cost. Resources are limited, and if we 
choose to do one thing, then we cannot 
do something else. 

This Seawolf submarine program was 
based on meeting the threat. There 
were other presumptions as well. The 
other presumptions included: 

An assumption of continued real 
growth in the Navy shipbuilding pro
gram; 

An assumption that submarine fund
ing would consume not more than 
about 25 percent of the total Navy ship
building program; 

An assumption that the first five 
Seawolf submarines would cost not 
more than $1.5 billion-measured in fis
cal year 1985 dollars-and that follow
on units would cost not more than $1 
billion each. 

Mr. President, we have enough sub
marines to meet our requirements. One 
Seawolf will be enough. Other priorities 
compete for limited defense budget re
sources, and the Seawolf is not a suffi
ciently high military priority. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that two sets of documents be in
serted into the RECORD. The first is a 
copy of a letter from Navy Secretary 
John Lehman, dated October 18, 1983, 
which describes the original rationale 



10168 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE May 5, 1992 
for the Seawolf program. The second is 
a set of papers provided by the DOD 
Comptroller, dated May 2, 1992, regard
ing the cost of terminating and the 
cost of not terminating the Seawolf 
program. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY, 
Washington, DC, October 18, 1983. 

Hon. JOSEPH P. ADDABBO, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Defense, Committee 

on Appropriations, House of Representa
tives, Washington , DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: The purpose of this 
letter is to put the need to start a new class 
of attack submarines in perspective. 

In a shooting war at sea, attack sub
marines on both sides, with their covertness, 
mobility, endurance and fire power, will be a 
key factor in determining victory or defeat. 
The attack submarine is one of the most sur
vivable offensive naval platforms. Relative 
invulnerability of submarines is well under
stood in the strategic world where the SSBN 
is recognized as the most secure leg of our 
triad. 

The importance of attack submarines in 
naval warfare has not been lost on the Sovi
ets. From a post WW IT position of naval in
feriority, they have built a formidable Navy 
around their submarine force. In the past 15 
years they have developed 12 new classes of 
nuclear and diesel powered submarines com
pared to our two classes. Today, they have 
286 attack submarines, 109 of which are nu
clear powered. We have 91 nuclear attack 
submarines. This disparity is expected to 
continue in the future as their nuclear sub
marine shipbuilding capacity far exceeds 
ours. 

While we have watched their force grow, 
we have enjoyed the security of knowing 
that our fewer submarines were more capa
ble due to our advanced technology, particu
larly our acoustic advantage which is so es
sential to submarine survivability. We can 
no longer be comfortable on the basis of 
technological superiority. Soviet submarines 
are becoming quieter at an alarming rate, 
much faster than previously predicted. In ad
dition, they have put to sea the fastest sub
marine and the deepest diving submarine, 
developed the cruise missile firing submarine 
concept, and effectively converted their 
SALT-excess strategic submarines to other 
missions, some of which are not yet fully un
derstood. 

The U.S. Navy last commissioned a new 
class of attack submarine in 1976 with essen
tially 1960's technology. Although they are 
excellent submarines, the 688 class was origi
nally conceived as a battle group escort. 
Some degradation of multimission capability 
was accepted to enhance this mission. Steps 
have been taken to add capability is later 
ships of the class, but in the process avail
able space and weight margins have been ex
hausted. To make the improvements in 
quieting, platform and combat system capa
bility required to meet the Soviet submarine 
threat, a new class is necessary. The re
quired improvements simply will not fit in a 
688 hull. 

Current and future cost constraints and 
the need for a balanced Navy are well recog
nized. The Navy is working hard to reduce 
cost and size-there is no gold plating. Of 
significance, most Soviet nuclear submarine 
classes are as large or larger than equivalent 
U.S. classes. 

If we do not act now, we face the certainty 
of losing by inaction the submarine force su-

periority that we have for so long enjoyed. 
The loss of this edge will have the gravest 
consequences in deciding the outcome of any 
future war with the Soviets. The concept of 
air superiority has long been recognized as 
the SINE QUA NON of victory. That same 
principle must be applied to submarine war
fare. Sustained operations of surface com
batants, transports and even strategic sub
marines will be possible only for a Navy 
which can gain and hold undersea superi
ority. Our attack submarines will be among 
the first to fight, and they must be able to do 
so independently, anywhere in the world. 
These initial battles may well determine the 
outcome of the war. 

Now is the time to start a new class of at
tack submarine. This is a critical issue of ut
most importance to the defense of our coun
try. I request your support on this vital 
issue. 

I am also providing this information to the 
Chairman of the House of Representatives 
and Senate Committees on Armed Services 
and the Chairman of the Senate Subcommit
tee on Defense, Committee on Appropria
tions. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN LEHMAN, 

Secretary of the Navy. 

Q. If Congress approves the administra
tion's rescission request for the SSN-22 and 
SSN-23, will sufficient funding remain to 
cover termination costs the government will 
be responsible for? 

A. Yes. The following table displays the es
timated amounts retained to cover sunk 
costs and termination costs. 

[In billions of dollars) 

Appropriated end cost ................ .............................. . 
Proposed rescission 1 ..... . . .. .... .. . . .. . .. .... ...... . .. . ..... .. ..... . 

Estimated sunk/termination costs 2 .. •••••••••• ••••• •• ..••••• 
Remaining ............................ .... ................................. . 

SSN- 22 SSN- 23 

2.0 
1.1 
.9 

2.0 
1.3 
.6 

1 Excludes $375M of FY 1992 advance procurement associated with SSN-
24125126 hulls. 

2 Excludes $400M of prior year sunk costs associated with SSN-24125 
hulls. 

The DoD estimate for termination was 
based on an assessment of program sunk cost 
and cancellation cost of ongoing procure
ments conducted shortly after the Presi
dent's decision to terminate was announced. 
Because of the magnitude of the number of 
contractual actions associated with the 
SSN-21 program, and the contractual uncer
tainty due to the Navy's issuance of stop 
work orders in lieu of terminating contracts 
as soon as possible, this estimate is suscep
tible to change, however, as later and more 
complete information becomes available. 

The Department is currently in the process 
of reviewing the large number of contracts 
involved and awaiting information from the 
various contractors required after issuance 
of the program stop work order on the SSN-
22 and follow ships. 

We will, however, continue to refine our es
timates as we are able to collect and analyze 
information from the numerous contractors 
involved in the program. However, similar to 
other large scale major weapon system ter
minations, such as the A-12, it will be many 
months, perhaps years, before the final cost 
can be precisely determined. 

Q. What are the estimates for termination 
costs for the SSN-22? What are the estimates 
for completing the SSN-22? 

A. The Department's estimate for termi
nating the SSN-22, including all SSN-22 re
lated sunk costs, is $900 million. Because of 
the magnitude of the number of contractual 
actions associated with the SSN- 21 program, 

and the contractual uncertainty due to the 
Navy's issuance of stop work orders in lieu of 
terminating contracts as soon as possible, it 
must be understood that this estimate is sus
ceptible to change as later and more com
plete information becomes available. 

If the Congress restores the SSN-22 rescis
sion at the original appropriated level, then 
funding is insufficient to complete the ship 
by approximately $200 to $300 million. The 
cost of completing the SSN-22 is higher than 
the amount originally appropriated due to 
the impact of program termination; i.e., 
delay and disruption from stop work orders, 
an increase in projected coverage on the 
shipbuilding contract shareline (Government 
and EB share costs above contract target 
80% government and 20% EB) and additional 
funding necessary for detail design efforts. 

Q. If Congress disapproves the administra
tion's rescission request, is there sufficient 
funding available to complete the three ship 
program? 

A. This question must be addressed in 
terms of the SSN-21 lead ship and the SSN-
22 and SSN-23 follow ships. 

In terms of the lead ship, it is very likely 
there will be an increase in the estimated 
cost to complete. This ship was appropriated 
in FY 1989 and awarded under a fixed price 
shipbuilding contract, with a cost sharing 
(80/2~ovt/contractor radio) incentive for 
costs between the contract target and con
tract ceiling. The budget currently does not 
include any funding to cover government li
ability if shipbuilding costs exceed the con
tract target. 
It is possible that the SSN-21 lead ship 

contract will go to ceiling due to a variety of 
reasons, foremost of which would be a pro
jected increase in overhead at the Electric 
Boat shipyard due to a decline in future 
workload. If the estimate to complete this 
contract does go to ceiling, then the govern
ment would incur an estimated liability of 
approximately $350 million. The status of 
this contract will be reviewed during the an
nual Ship Cost Adjustment (SCA) review and 
any increased funding requirements will be 
addressed in the next update of the Presi
dent's budget. 

Similarly, if the Congress restores the 
SSN-22 and SSN-23 rescissions at the origi
nal appropriated levels, then funding is in
sufficient to complete these ships by ap
proximately $200 to $500 million. The SSN-22 
is estimated to increase by $200--$300 million 
and the SSN-23 is estimated to increase by 
anywhere from zero to $200 million. As indi
cated earlier, the cost of these ships will 
likely increase due to the uncertainty result
ing from the impact of program termination; 
i.e. delay and disruption from stop work or
ders, an increase in projected coverage on 
the shipbuilding contract shareline (for the 
SSN-22 only) and additional funding nec
essary for detail design efforts for the SSN-
22 and SSN-23. 

Q. What is the marginal cost associated 
with proceeding with the SSN-22? 

A. As indicated earlier, the appropriated 
amount for the SSN-22 is $2.0 billion. If the 
rescission proposal is disapproved the cost to 
complete this ship is estimated to be $2.3 bil
lion: 

[In b1llions of dollars] SSN- 22 

SSN- 22 
Appropriated end cost . .. ............ .. .. ..... 2.0 
Proposed rescission ...... ...... ..... ...... ... . . 1.1 
Estimated sunk/termination costs .... .9 
Current estimate to complete ........... 2.3 

In effect, the marginal cost of completing 
the SSN-22 involves a decision on whether or 
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not to spend an additional $1.4 billion over 
what the government will incur for sunk and 
termination costs to terminate the contract 
for this ship. It must be understood that the 
sunk and termination costs associated with 
the SSN-23 ($.6B) and follow ships ($.48) will 
be incurred regardless of whether the SSN-22 
is completed or not. 

Q. Electric Boat (EB) contends that the 
cost of the rescission will equate to the cost 
of building the SSN-22 and SSN-23 and may 
in the final analysis result in additional fed
eral expenditures beyond the cost of building 
these two ships. Explain why rescinding 
these funds will minimize federal expendi
tures and makes economic sense in light of a 
reduced threat environment. 

A. EB's estimate of Seawolf termination 
cost includes "unobservable costs" which EB 
has designated as "Pay as You Go" costs. 
They define these costs to include liabilities 
for retiree medical benefits, worker's com
pensation expenses and environmental costs. 
Below is a comparison of DoD's and EB's es
timates for Sea wolf termination costs: 

DOD Electric Boat 

Estimated sunk/termination ................................. . 1.5 1.5 

~P~;~~~~eeo:: .. co;;i;;··::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: ::::::;:::::: ··················is 
Externality costs .. ........... ................................. ..... . 1.0 ------

Total ................................ ............ ............ . 1.5 4.0 

Estimated termination: DoD's estimate is 
included in the S1.5B of sunk/termination 
costs for the SSN-22/23. Detail of EB esti
mate is unknown. 

Unobservable costs: EB contends that 
these costs are charged to shipbuilding con
tracts on a "Pay As You Go" basis and that 
if the government curtails its ship construc
tion program at the yard, other arrange
ments would have to be made to pay these 
bills when they come due and "there are no 
shipbuilding contracts to absorb them." EB 
also considers that these costs would include 
the undepreciated cost of facilities con
structed specifically to construct new sub
marines. 

Externality costs. EB also believes that 
there will be non-beneficial externality costs 
associated with termination of the Seawolf 
that the government would incur. EB con
tends that the costs to the local, state and 
federal governments in lost taxes and in
creased transfer payments and medical cost 
add over $1 billion to the cancellation cost of 
terminating the Seawolf program. 

EB's assumptions ignore the fact that it's 
current backlog of shipbuilding work will 
continue through the late 1990s and what is 
referred to as "Pay as You Go" costs will 
have to be absorbed within existing con
tracts. EB's assessment appears to be a worst 
case scenario that envisions the yard closing 
when Trident and SSN-688 work is com
pleted. Since the Department is planning to 
initiate construction of a new lower cost 
submarine in FY 1998, such costs could con
tinue to be absorbed by future contracts. 
However, since these costs will have to be 
paid regardless of whether the SSN-22 and 
SSN-23 are completed there is no basis for 
including these costs in any assessment of 
Sea wolf termination costs. 

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, these 
papers from the DOD Comptroller ex
plain that buying two more Seawolf 
submarines will cost at least $2.8 bil
lion, which is the amount of the rescis
sion. Moreover, our cost exposure-in 
excess of the rescission-on the 
Sea wolf Program is an additional $500 
million. That is a great deal of money. 

The original military requirement 
for these submarines no longer exists. 
The Soviet threat no longer justifies 
this program. And we should not spend 
in excess of $2.8 billion on this program 
for which there is no military justifica
tion. 

I say to my colleagues, the future of 
the Navy of the Russian Federation is 
most uncertain. And in the aftermath 
of the events we witnessed this week, 
the future of our own country has a 
measure of uncertainty. I as one indi
vidual, never anticipated, never imag
ined that such events, such lawlessness 
as we witnessed in California could 
take place in America. That bill, the 
bill to help deter similar problems in 
other cities, will come due soon. Some 
will look to the shrinking defense 
budget as the banker for these dollars, 
too. 

Therefore, we had better continue to 
direct every single dollar of defense 
funding to those programs that are ab
solutely connected, linked, to the 
threat as we perceive it today, while 
recognizing that the future threat can 
never be accurately predicted. 

This floor will reverberate in a mat
ter of weeks with the debate on the 
package to aid the various Independent 
States of the former Soviet Union. I 
ask, how can we aid with one hand, and 
with the other hand build weapons sys
tems which the very States we are aid
ing may perceive as a threat? Is this 
consistent policy? This program could 
well induce the C.I.S. to continue de
fense modernization programs they 
might otherwise abandon in view of 
their pressing domestic needs. 

All signs today point to a steadily de
creasing naval ship building program 
in the Russian Federation, based on a 
dramatic decrease in the need for naval 
power to protect Russia's security in
terests. Thus, there is a corresponding 
reduction in the threat posed by the 
former Soviet Navy to the United 
States and our allies. 

We must be able to face the Amer
ican people, and justify every single 
American dollar spent on this and 
other defense programs that are de
signed to respond to the threat as we 
perceive it now and as we are able to 
predict it in the future. And that 
threat in my judgment has substan
tially changed, changed to the extent 
where I will be among those supporting 
the package of assistance to the former 
Soviet republics. 

Mr. President, the threat no longer 
exists to justify the Seawolf Program. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. DODD addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. BYRD. I yield to the Senator 

from Connecticut, Mr. DODD, 6 min
utes. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, let me 
commend our distinguished colleague 
from Hawaii, Senator INOUYE; and the 

distinguished chairman of the full com
mittee, Senator BYRD, for managing 
this difficult package and bringing it 
forward. 

I rise to strongly oppose the amend
ment offered by the Senator from Ari
zona and I do so with all due respect. 

Let me begin by addressing the last 
comment made by my colleague from 
Virginia, and ask unanimous consent, 
Mr. President, that a story appearing 
in last Friday's Wall Street Journal be 
included in the RECORD. I read from it. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

Latvia complains to the U.N. that Russian 
submarines being equipped at one of its sea
ports are destined for sale to Libya and Iran. 
The activity at the Russian-run "177th Ship 
Reconstruction Factory" in Boldaraja, a 
Baltic seaport, had been a mystery since 
1988. 

Mr. DODD. Latvia complains to the 
United Nations that Russian sub
marines being equipped at one of its 
seaports are destined for sale to Libya 
and Iran. 

It is May 1, 1992. 
I do not know what world other peo

ple are living in, but to assume some
how because the Soviet Union no 
longer exists as we know it, that there 
is no longer a threat posed to the Unit
ed States interests anywhere in the 
world, is not borne out by the facts. 

I add further, Mr. President, for the 
edification of some of our colleagues 
who have indicated that there is no 
longer a threat, that 41 countries, not 
including the former Soviet Union and 
the United States, possess a fleet of 
some 400 submarines; and 19 countries 
have built or are in the process of co
building, foreign submarine fleets. 

The fifth largest submarine fleet in 
the world is in North Korea. The Peo
ple's Republic of China has almost 100 
in its arsenal. I suggest to those who 
imply somehow that we no longer face 
any kind of threat around the globe 
that they merely look at what is out 
there. Here we had, just last wee4, a 
report that our now new ally who we 
are preparing to authorize 13 billion 
dollars ' worth of assistance to is still 
manufacturing submarines and selling 
or giving them to people who have us 
on their declared enemies list. 

So I suggest that those who offer the 
argument that this is no longer needed 
technology, they ought to take a closer 
and better look at what in fact is oc
curring around the world as we speak 
here today. 

The Senator from Hawaii has made 
the case. These are not his numbers. 
These are not my numbers. These are 
not the numbers of the distinguished 
Senator from West Virginia. These are 
the numbers from the Pentagon, Mr. 
President. 

The termination costs of this pro
gram exceed the cost of completing 
this program. In January, in testimony 
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before the Budget Committee, the Sec
retary of Defense stood and stated the 
termination costs of the two Seawolf 
programs would be $443 million. That 
was in January. Through a series of es
calations over the last 4 months, con
cluding in statistics they offered us a 
few days ago, the number is now $1.9 
billion to terminate this program, not 
including the industrial base loss 
which the Navy tells us they will re
port to us in June or July. 

Does anybody in this Chamber be
lieve for a single second that number is 
going to be lower than the $1.9 billion 
already invested in this program? So 
for those who argue that there is a cost 
savings for the taxpayers, that is just 
not the case, not based on the numbers 
that we are proposing to our col
leagues, but the numbers being offered 
by the Pentagon, and their assessment. 

If in fact there were the savings that 
they argue, Mr. President, then we 
would be in a most awkward position 
to ask our colleagues to support in
creased spending in a program at a 
time when we are watching the 
downsizing in defense dollars. 

Third and it has been stated by the 
distinguished Senator from Rhode Is
land, and maybe others are unaware-
10 years ago, there were six yards in 
this country that had the capacity of 
building a submarine technology for 
this Nation. Today, in all candor, there 
is one. There is one left that has the 
capacity and technology to design and 
build a modern nuclear submarine 
fleet. 

Newport News in Virginia has con
tributed over the years, but primarily, 
they have been a surface ship contrac
tor. The fact of the matter is that Elec
tric Boat is a private company. The 
doors will not remain open. If you can
not make a case over the economic via
bility of that facility-it is not a Gov
ernment yard, Mr. President, where 
you might sustain it for 6 or 7 years in 
hopes there might be future work. 
There is either an economic justifica
tion for this facility or not. If you ter
minate this program at one and not 
complete the second and third boats, 
then, as the Senator from Hawaii 
pointed out, the argument is that those 
doors ought to be shut and the result of 
that decision, Mr. President, is that 
this country will have lost its only 
contractor left with the capacity to 
provide the technology to deal, if you 
will, with the 400 submarines plowing 
the ocean floors and the 19 other na
tions that are in the business of con
tracting, exporting, and selling these 
submarines to some of our most intrac
table enemies. 

Mr . . President, this is more than a 
Connecticut or Rhode Island issue. I 
would never make the case to my col
leagues that you want to save this par
ticular program and complete it and 
the second and third boats if jobs were 
the only argument. I have to face that 

problem. My colleague, Senator 
LIEBERMAN, has to face that, and Sen
ator CHAFEE has to face that problem. 
But I cannot ask the Senator from 
West Virginia or the Senator from Ha
waii or others to support this program 
because I may lose some workers. That 
is not my argument. 

My argument here is that this tech
nology is critically important to this 
country. It is critically important to 
this country. It is critically important 
to the mix of our national defense. It is 
critically important to maintaining 
the industrial base and the collected 
wisdom and talent of the designers and 
engineers and people who have built 
this remarkable piece of technology 
that has contributed to our national 
security. 

Mr. President, I urge our colleagues, 
with all due respect, to reject the 
amendment of the Senator from Ari
zona. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. BYRD. How .much time remains, 

Mr. President? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

chairman has 6 minutes and 28 seconds. 
The sponsor has 2 minutes. 

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. HATFIELD. I will yield 5 min

utes off of the bill to the Senator from 
Arizona. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has that right. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I yield 6 
minutes to the distinguished Senator 
from Connecticut [Mr. LIEBERMAN]. 

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
thank the · distinguished chairman of 
the Appropriations Committee. 

Mr. President, in the rush to cut the 
defense budget, there is a danger that 
serious, even irreparable errors, will be 
made. Destroying major elements of 
our defense industrial base is one of 
those errors. 

No one disputes that the Seawolf pro
gram is coming to an end, but what we 
are voting on here is not just the fu
ture of the Seawolf but rather the fu
ture of the entire submarine industrial 
base. For if we do not build the second 
and third Seawolfs-the very last sub
marines in the Seawolf program-be
fore terminating the entire program, 
we will be forced to shut down Electric 
Boat by the middle of the decade. And 
that would be a grave mistake to close 
America's No. 1 submarine construc
tion facility. Admiral Bruce DeMars, 
the director of Naval Nuclear Propul
sion, has put it very succinctly in his 
report of the future of the submarine 
nuclear industrial capability: "Electric 
Boat provides engineering, planning, 
and logistical support for all classes (of 
submarines). By virtue of vast experi
ence and innovation, the yard is, with
out question, the world's premier re
source for submarine design and con
struction technology." 

I realize that all defense industrial 
sectors are facing serious challenges 

today, but submarines are different. 
Defense production in the aerospace, 
electronics, and ground vehicle indus
tries have alternative production possi
bilities in the civilian sectors. These 
alternatives are not easy, but they are 
feasible, and can sustain these defense 
industrial sectors. In contrast, sub
marine manufacturers can either 
produce submarines-sometimes at 
minimal levels-or go out of work de
finitively. That is why the United 
States has built submarines every year 
since before World War II. To preserve 
the industrial base, we have to build 
even if the construction rate is at a 
minimal level. 

To grasp the true threat to Electric 
Boat if the second and third Seawolfs 
are not built, we have to compare pro
duction in the 1980's to production in 
the 1990's. During the 1980's, we author
ized funding for three to five sub
marines a year. During the 1990's, we 
have only authorized two submarines, 
the second-fiscal year 1991-and the 
third-fiscal year 1992---Seawolfs. We 
may authorize funding for production 
of the Centurion, a smaller, cheaper 
submarine, but that will not occur 
until fiscal year 1998 at the earliest. So 
the submarine construction rate will 
be at the lowest level since the begin
ning of World War II, even if we build 
the second and third Seawolfs. 

There are those who suggest that 
support for the second and third 
Seawolfs is a status quo ante stance, 
which does not recognize that the cold 
war is over. But even if we fund the 
second and third Seawolfs, Electric 
Boat will reduce its work force from 
22,000 to 8,500 over the next 5 years. 
Electric Boat can go down to that level 
to survive but it cannot go further. 
Once its work force dips below this 
critical mass of employees, too many 
skilled workers and engineers will have 
left to seek work in more stable sectors 
of the economy. Skilled personnel and 
engineers will not stay at a facility 
whose entire future depends on the fate 
of a new submarine, which may or may 
not be funded toward the end of the 
decade. 

Not only the existence of the Electric 
Boat facility is at stake. A gap in sub
marine construction would place enor
mous pressure on the 5,000 second- and 
third-tier contractors that fabricate 
vital components for our submarine 
fleet. These firms, which are located in 
36 States, are small and specialized, 
and would not be able to survive a sus
pension of new orders. Their disappear
ance would either bring all submarine 
construction to a halt or force the Gov
ernment to seek foreign suppliers-an 
unacceptable and impractical option 
for such a militarily sensitive tech
nology. 

A long halt in submarine production 
would have a particularly devastating 
impact on the nuclear power suppliers 
network. Whereas in the past this net-
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work could depend on a viable commer
cial nuclear power industry for alter
native employment, today the Navy 
has become our sole purchaser of nu
clear fuel materials. Without some 
minimal level of construction, this sec
tor could disappear entirely. As Adm. 
Bruce DeMars said in his industrial 
base report: "the sudden cancellation 
of Seawolf orders, together with an ap
parent hiatus in submarine construc
tion, has dealt the nuclear-powered 
submarine industrial base a potentially 
fatal blow." 

Admiral DeMars has also spoken co
gently on the overall fragility of the 
entire industrial base in his industrial 
base report: "A hiatus in the sub
marine construction program would 
make it virtually impossible to design 
or build Centurion.'' Skilled labor and 
sub-contractors would fade away. 

Nor do we have the option of shutting 
down Electric Boat in the belief that it 
can easily be re-opened in the future. 
Once Electric Boat is forced to shut 
down, it will be very difficult to bring 
it back to life. Modern weapons are 
complex systems that depend on a 
large network of suppliers. Once an in
dustrial complex of Electric Boat's di
mensions closes, it can only be resusci
tated at enormous cost. It makes much 
more sense to keep it going at a low 
level of production rather than trying 
to bring it back to life after it has died. 
No one-not the Navy, not, I believe, 
the Seawolf's opponents in this cham
ber-disputes the fact. 

FINANCIAL FACTORS 

There is also an important financial 
aspect to this debate, which Senator 
INOUYE described in his excellent 
speech last Thursday on the Senate 
floor. Contracts have been signed for 
the second and third Seawolfs and pur
chases have been made from venders. It 
has been difficult to obtain estimates 
of these contracts, but they are clearly 
substantial. The Department of De
fense initially estimated that it would 
cost $450 million to terminate boats 
two and three. The estimate subse
quently rose to $900 million. Then, on 
March 31, Assistant Secretary of the 
Navy for Acquisition, Gerald Cann, 
said before the House Armed Services 
Committee that it would cost $1.9 bil
lion to terminate the program. But on 
the following day, before the Senate 
Armed Services Committee, Secretary 
Cann acknowledged that these costs 
could be higher. 

Senator INOUYE has pointed out the 
folly in trying to save money from ter
minating the second and third 
Seawolfs. As mentioned previously, the 
Navy has acknowledged that it would 
cost at least $1.9 billion to terminate 
these boats. Moreover, according to 
Senator INOUYE, it would cost between 
$500 million and $1.5 billion in shut
down costs to close Electric Boat. 

Senator INOUYE has read the Navy 
documents which show that "little or 

nothing will be saved in equipment 
contracts." Savings from the termi
nation of the fire control system, for 
example, could be "negligible due to 
anticipated costs impact of remaining 
R7D efforts. In other words, we could 
terminate the ships and have a lot of 
parts lying around, but we would not 
save money.'' 

In light of these cancellations, sunk, 
and close-down costs, a more reason
able financial approach would be to 
build the second and third Seawolfs 
and then terminate the program. The 
original program has been planned for 
29 boats so we will be saving an esti
mated $15 billion in defense cuts after 
even if we do finish the second and 
third boats. Finishing the second and 
third boats preserves the submarine de
fense industrial base and makes signifi
cant financial savings. 

THE CONTINUED THREAT 

Any debate about the Seawolf and 
the submarine defense industrial base 
must ultimately depend not on jobs 
and finances, but on national security. 
Despite the end of the cold war, the 
submarine defense industrial base is 
still a vital element for our national 
security. While proliferation concerns 
in our country have focused on weap
ons of mass destruction, the defusion of 
submarines and submarine technology 
also constitutes a major challenge to 
our future security. Russia already has 
s<;>ld submarines to India, Algeria, 
Libya, and Syria, including the ad
vance Kilo class, and is currently nego
tiating for the sale of five 
minisubmarines to Iran. Tehran could 
use the submarines to attempt to con
trol access to the Persian Gulf. 

West European countries, particu
larly Germany, have been exporting 
submarines to the Third World, and 
some Third World countries, including 
North Korea, have begun to manufac
ture their own submarines, which will 
eventually be exported. 

Overall, more then 20 Third World 
countries have submarines that are 
greater than minisub size. The non
nuclear submarine, be it Soviet, West
ern, or Third World, is becoming the 
poor nation's answer to surface naval 
power because of these technological 
advances. 

The implications of these develop
ments are significant. In the Gulf War, 
more than 85 percent of America's 
military equipment and supplies were 
sent by sea. Even a handful of enemy 
submarines would have required a di
version of significant naval forces. 
That was the case during the Falklands 
war, when only one or two British sub
marines were able to bottle up the Ar
gentinian surface fleet. These problems 
would be exacerbated in the crowded 
Persian Gulf because sonar frequencies 
easily bounce off the shallow bottom. 
In short, while the cold war has ended, 
there are still many dangers abroad, as 
the gulf war reminded us, and we need 

the silver bullet the three Seawolfs 
will give us to respond to these dan
gers. 

I would like to conclude my remarks 
by reiterating some of the main points 
made by Senator INOUYE in his excel
lent speech last Thursday. First, be
cause of the binding contracts that 
have been entered into for the second 
and third Seawolfs and plant shutdown 
costs, rescinding the funds will not 
necessarily save money. Second, re
scinding the submarines would force 
closing "the world's premier resource 
for submarine design and construction 
technology," to repeat the words of Ad
miral DeMars. 

Third, we would have to spend an in
ordinate amount of money to reconsti
tute Electric Boat at some point in the 
future. And finally, the military stakes 
are high because submarines still play 
a vital role in our Nation's national se
curity. With the end of the cold war, 
we are entering a different world, but 
not necessarily, a safer one. A func
tioning submarine industrial base in
creases the chances that this new and 
different world will oe a safer one, as 
well. 

Mr. President, I want to thank my 
colleagues, the Senator from West Vir
ginia and the Senator from Hawaii for 
their leadership on this issue. I con
gratulate them on the force of their ar
gument, as I do my colleague from 
Rhode Island and my colleague and 
partner from Connecticut, the senior 
Senator, Mr. DODD. 

Let me just try to summarize some 
of the key points here and add a point, 
if I may, here and there. The first point 
is financial. Let us just summarize 
what has been said. In the first place, 
the rescission package brought forth 
by the Appropriations Committee actu
ally saves the taxpayers more money 
than the President's rescission pack
age. Second, evidence has been submit
ted here that I find to be incontrovert
ible, that there is little or no money 
saved by canceling the second and 
third Seawolfs. It makes no sense· at all 
economically. 

Third, let me add this point: Seawolf 
is a sophisticated, modern piece of 
equipment. In fact, there is reason to 
believe that as years go by and some of 
the older submarines are retired, if we 
can replace them with three Seawolfs, 
it will cost less to operate Seawolfs on 
an annual basis than the older class of 
submarines. That is most important 
because the submarines today require, 
once in their 30-year life plan, a major 
nuclear refueling which costs approxi
mately one quarter of a billion dollars. 
The Seawolf, this incredibly able, so
phisticated piece of equipment, can 
probably run for that 30 years without 
refueling and will not cost a quarter of 
a billion dollars. 

The second argument is about the de
fense industrial base. Obviously, as my 
colleague from Connecticut said, and 
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my friend from Rhode Island, we care 
about those thousands of workers in 
Connecticut and Rhode Island who are 
going to lose their jobs. That is part of 
our responsibility here. But the defense 
industrial base is at the heart of what 
it means to protect America's security. 

But I want to stress that the defense 
industrial base goes well beyond Elec
tric Boat in Groton, CT, and Quonset 
Point, RI. There are 5,000 subcontrac
tors who do work on the Seawolf sub
marine that exist in 36 States of this 
United States of America. They are 
hardworking small businesses, sophis
ticated-and let me tell you, Mr. Presi
dent, they are going to have a very 
hard time surviving cuts in this pro
gram. They just do not have the 
strength to do it. We need to keep 
them alive for our security and for our 
economy. 

Finally, the national security argu
ment that has been made by some col
leagues. Let me stress that we are a 
maritime nation. It is critical to our 
security, as well as to our commerce, 
to protect the safety of our ships on 
the seas. 

Let us go back and remember that 
the second and third Seawolfs can be 
had at little or no incremental cost. 
What we get for it will be the finest 
submarine in the world that will last 
for 30 years and protect the security of 
the sea lanes and protect the American 
ships. In the case of the gulf war, more 
than 85 percent of our military mate
riel and equipment was brought to the 
Persian Gulf by sea. Imagine if we did 
not control the waters around the ships 
as they went to the gulf what difficulty 
they would have had. 

Mr. President, right now we have ap
proximately 85 submarines under water 
protecting our security. We know that 
number is going to go down. Admiral 
Kelso, the Chief of Naval Operations, 
said recently it could probably go down 
to the range of 50. Of those 50, in the 30 
years ahead in which Seawolf will be 
alive and well, will it not be in our na
tional security interest to have the sil
ver bullet that those three Seawolfs 
will represent, stealthy, powerful, fast, 
carrying twice the number of cruise 
missiles than the 688, the earlier cat
egory of attack submarine, · carries? 

Mention was made earlier about the 
ability of the B--2 to arrive unseen by 
radar to hit a target. Mr. President, it 
!s instructive to conte~plate the fea
sibility of the Seawolf in the attack 
carried out against Libya in 1986 from 
the air. Today, we could bring a 
Seawolf submarine off the shore of 
Libya, invulnerable to enemy attack, 
risking no lives, firing . cruise missiles 
which, as we saw in the Persian Gulf 
war, have a remarkable apility to hit a 
target right head on. 

Three Seawolfs out of 50 submarines, 
in the next 30 years. Can ' any of us say 
that we will not nee~ that sophisti
cated defense out there to protect 

America's national security? When we 
talk about the 30 years, we are talking 
not just about ourselves but our chil
dren. Mr. President, we won the cold 
war, and thank God for that. We were 
victorious. And one of the things which 
that enabled us to do is cut our defense 
spending. Let us not do it precipi
tously. Let us remember the echoes of 
history from the thirties when defense 
was forgotten and people thought they 
could disarm. We have an opportunity 
here, at little or no incremental cost, 
to protect the security of our country 
on into the next century. It is worth 
the small price. It is in our national in
terest. I ask my colleagues to defeat 
this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, who 
controls time on this side on the bill? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Arizona controls the time. 

Mr. BYRD. The Senator from Oregon 
controls the time on the bill. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I 
would like to yield myself, with the 
consent of the manager here on our 
side, up to 30 minutes. I do not think I 
will use that time. I would like to 
speak at length on this matter. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Alaska may proceed. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I sadly 
rise here on the floor to oppose the re
scission package and to oppose in par
ticular the treatment of the Seawolf in 
this bill. I think the Senate realizes 
how long I have served with my two 
good friends, my friends from West Vir
ginia and from Hawaii, as well as the 
ranking Republican member on our 
side. And I do not recall opposing in 
total a measure reported by the Appro
priations Committee in my service in 
the Senate. But I must do so this time. 

It is because of my great respect for 
my colleagues I work with on defense 
matters that I want to speak at length 
to explain my reasons for opposing this 
bill, the series of bills. The President 
sent these rescission bills to the Con
gress. I am particularly concerned with 
those rescissions that reflect the 
changes in national military strategy 
as the President articulated in his 
State of the Union Message in January. 
These new defense concepts, developed 
by Gen. Colin Powell, the Chairman of 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff, working with 
Secretary of Defense Dick Cheney, 
turns our defense posture away from 
the focus on Europe, to address our 
global defense commitments and needs. 
That is a massive change, Mr. Presi
dent. 

Not only did those gentlemen rec
ommend a change in our policy, but 
they proposed a further cut of $50 bil
lion from the level of defense spending 
adopted in the 1990 budget summit 
agreement. Based upon those changes 
under the 1990 agreement, the Presi
dent had already proposed to strip $170 

billion from our defense budgets. This 
means a total now of $220 billion will 
be eliminated from the defense budgets 
through 1997. 

Responding to the bold, new direc
tions that were outlined by the Presi
dent, the Congress repeatedly rejected 
efforts to cut defense spending further 
or to shift savings from defense cuts to 
other domestic programs. I think, un
fortunately, that what we are doing 
today is a part of that process that I 
have opposed in the past. The rescis
sion bills forwarded by the President 
took us to task for some of the items 
that we submitted. I had supported 
them, along with other Members of the 
Congress. They were items that were 
not requested in the Department of De
fense appropriations bill for 1992. 

To the great credit of our chairman, 
Senator BYRD, this bill accepts many 
of the President's proposals, totaling 
about 25 percent, really, of the total 
package submitted by the President. 
One key item, however-and that is the 
Seawolf-has been changed so much 
that it completely diverges from the 
President's intentions, and now the 
committee proposal would cut into the 
strategic defense initiative and the B--
2 Program. 

Again, to the credit of the chairman 
and ranking member of the committee, 
they made a commitment to report re
scission bills that corresponded to the 
level of budget authority proposed by 
the President, and that is reflected by 
the bills before us. But the decision to 
sustain the two Seawolf submarines 
proposed for rescission by the Presi
dent, the SSN-22 and SSN-23, means 
that the committee faced a $2.3 billion 
funding gap in the bills before us. That 
gap was plugged with a $1.3 billion cut 
in the strategic defense initiative and 
elimination of the one B--2 aircraft ap
proved for production in 1992. 

Now, before I really talk about those 
cuts, though, I would like to further 
explain my position on the Seawolf. 
Mr. President, last year, our sub
committee reported to the full com
mittee a bill that had deleted the 
Seawolf. They were totally deleted. I 
supported that bill in the subcommit
tee, and we planned to construct the 
SSN-Q88 class submarine instead of the 
Seawolf class. The difficulty was that 
when we got to the full committee, 
that decision was reversed. 

Our Defense Subcommittee rec
ommended the elimination of the 
Seawolf. In my judgment, what caught 
up with the Seawolf was the demise of 
the perceived threat that the Navy had 
to meet, and a significant investment 
had been made to fund a program to 
create the Seawolf. 

There is considerable controversy 
that still exists and uncertainties that 
still exist about the threats we may 
face in the future and the technologies 
that our adversaries may be develop
ing. But one thing appears clear to this 
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Senator, and that is that the threat 
that the Seawolf was designed to meet, 
the follow-on submarines to the Akula 
class of the Soviet Union, has dimin
ished sufficiently so that we can safely 
cancel this program. It was canceled. 
The request was made by the Depart
ment of Defense and approved by the 
President that that class of submarine 
be canceled. 

That, as I said, the Defense Sub
committee proposed last year. 

Unfortunately, the approach of the 
Navy was sustained by the full com
mittee. And then on the floor we did 
not pursue our initiative to terminate 
the production of the Seawolf and build 
instead the improved 688-class sub
marines, really a much lower-cost al
ternative. But within 75 days after the 
decision of the subcommittee was re
versed, the Department of Defense it
self terminated the Seawolf program, 
and I think that is the important thing 
here to note. While I am not given to 
rehashing past decisions, I do believe 
tha·t had we stuck with the plan we 
started last year, we would not be here 
today. It was a basic decision made on 
economic and justifiable intelligence 
facts, and that is that there is no 
longer a threat that needs the produc
tion of the Seawolf. 

I applaud my friends from Rhode Is
land and Connecticut, who are trying 
to preserve the industrial base in their 
communities. I think the decision we 
offered from the Subcommittee on De
fense last year would have done more 
for their communities than this fight 
does now because it would have pre
served a new and improved 688-class of 
submarines, and would have given us a 
transition program into the next cen
tury, so we could devise the submarine 
fleet as we will need it to meet the 
threat that survives, if there is one 
that survives after the dust settles 
down from the disillusion and destruc
tion of the Soviet Union. 

I do not agree with the comments 
that were just made-and I heard part 
of them concerning the estimates that 
have been produced by the shipyard, 
the Electric Boat Co., that the cost to 
complete the SSN-22 and -23 will be lit
tle more than the cost to terminate the 
program. I do not think that is the an
swer at all. After we finish the third 
one, we will be right back where we 
are, again with costs to terminate the 
program-and some will say, "Look, if 
you build number 24 and 25 and 26, 
guess what, the 6 of them will cost less 
than the first 3.'' Now we are saying 
these three will cost less than the first 
one. But you still keep putting billions 
and billions of dollars into a program 
that is not needed in the defense of this 
country. And since we are borrowing 
that money, Mr. President, it makes 
little sense to me to proceed and go 
against the recommendation of the 
Commander in Chief, the Secretary of 
Defense, the chairman of the Joint 

Chiefs, the Department of Defense as a 
whole, and say, "Notwithstanding all 
of you people, we are going to build the 
Seawolf class of submarines anyway.'' 

Now, I simply do not believe that we 
are taking the right course to do that. 
I believe that we are not only incurring 
a substantial increased cost in these 
submarines, but we are going to in
crease the operating and maintenance 
cost of the submarine fleet with these 
new super submarines, super stealthy 
submarines that will eventually end up 
in reducing the numbers of submarines 
we have in the future. 

To me these three submarines are 
like three gigantic icebergs. We are 
just looking at the tips of them. The 
cost over a period of years is the part 
we do not see that is beneath the 
water. Surely the size oL that cost is 
going to destroy the Navy's submarine 
program if we let this happen. 

I stood on this floor once before and 
objected, I objected to refloating the 
battleships. One of these days I am 
going to present to the Senate a report 
on the battleships. My colleagues will 
remember I fought the battleships. I 
was then chairman of the subcommi t
tee and I opposed my own bill because 
the forces in the Senate wanted to re
float the battleships. There were four 
of them. We modernized those battle
ships. They cost us billions of dollars. 
They have not added to the Navy's ca
pability to defend this country at all. 

They were paraded around the world. 
They are a very symbolic thing to pa
rade around the world. I visited a cou
ple of them. I must say they are im
mense and enormous and magnificent 
pieces of equipment. But they cost the 
taxpayers a lot of money. And now we 
are parking all four of them, we are 
putting them back into mothballs. 

They do not contribute to our de
fense at all. That is the way I see these 
three steal thy submarines. Who in the 
world is going to know we even have 
them? It is like a friend of mine used to 
tell me-l am not sure we ever sent 
people to the moon because how can 
you prove they wer~ there. 

How can we prove that these sub
marines are any addition to our de
fense? I cannot believe that we are 
going to put this kind of money into 
systems that the Department of De
fense does not want. 

I am particularly disturbed by the 
decision to go beyond that and to take 
the money from the B-2 bomber and 
the SDI. God knows the B-2 bomber has 
enough problems of its own. But it is 
the best bomber in the world today and 
it is operating efficiently and there is 

· no threat that can meet it today in the 
world. It is a capable part of our de
fense system. 

This series of bills now proposed to 
cut the bomber that we had authorized 
for 1992 as well as cut 31 percent of the 
total SDI program for 1992. That rescis
sion will eliminate well over 50 percent 

of the remaining unobligated SDI funds 
for this year. Now if we had told the 
SDI managers at the beginning of the 
year that they would have only $2.8 bil
lion to continue the research on that 
necessary system-and we are going 
into the system, as the Chair knows, 
which will provide us a "Patriot" type 
of defense for the United States itself
if we had really told them to do that, 
they could have lived within those con
straints. It makes no sense for us now 
to come forward and undo the work we 
did last year with regard to our defense 
bill. 

The cut in SDI and the B-2 bomber in 
order to sustain the Seawolf is really 
shooting ourselves in both feet at the 
same time. I cannot understand it. I 
really think it makes no sense mili
tarily, it makes no sense fiscally, it 
makes no sense politically. 

Each Seawolf costs 21/2 times the 
price of a B-2 bomber, and it cannot 
perform the function of the B-2 bomb
er. It cannot be used for deterrence. It 
can only be used for offense. Now, what 
are we doing changing the system and 
putting into imbalance the deterrent 
system we have to prevent war and in
stead creating systems that are only 
capable of offensive action in war. We 
are trading perhaps the most versatile 
aircraft we have ever produced for a 
system that does very little more than 
existing submarines, and cannot be 
used in deterrence. There is no way in 
my mind that the Seawolf is part of a 
deterrent concept. 

Now the President really, I think, 
canceled the Seawolf because, as I said, 
on intelligence and mission require
ments. 

I ask the proponents of the Seawolf, 
what will the Navy do with three sub
marines of this class? What can they 
possibly do with just three? It is a 
whole different function. It is going to 
require a networking to take care of 
three. We originally proposed 28. When 
you look at it, what are they going to 
do with three? What mission will they 
fulfill that cannot be done by existing 
submarines? What specific threats 
against this country requires the ex
traordinary investment in three new 
stealth submarines and the elimination 
of one Stealth bomber? 

The bomber can go anywhere in the 
world. It can peFform the function that 
the F-117 did during the Persian Gulf 
war. The F-117 was placed out there on 
the runways in Saudi Arabia. The 
world saw it on CNN. Everyone knew it 
was there. You' can parade a bomber. 
You cannot parade a stealth sub
marine, but you can parade a Stealth 
bomber. And everybody will know they 
better look at their hole card if they 
see it out there in their area defending 
the United States. It is capable of ver
satility beyond anything a Seawolf can 
dream of. 

The continued production of the sec
ond and third Seawolf subs, I think, 
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will do nothing for the industrial base. 
I think the proponents will admit that 
two-thirds of the people employed by 
the Connecticut shipyard will be laid 
off without regard to our buying these 
three expensive submarines. 

I have argued in support of industrial 
base issues for the country. I do believe 
we should maintain one for sub
marines. We could have done it with an 
SSN-688 program, but the Senate and 
the Congress decided not to do that. 

But I ask my colleagues, where do we 
go from here if we provide three 
Seawolf submarines? The answer is to 
build more. We will have no alternative 
but to build more, because that will be
come the replacement class and we will 
not go into the next century with the 
capability of producing a submarine to 
meet threats that might develop in 
that time. I think we have the capabil
ity in the existing fleet of submarines 
to meet any known or perceived threat 
to this country, from a defense point of 
view. 

Certainly, the new national military 
strategy established by the Depart
ment of Defense and reviewed by all 
concerned would confirm that. 

Beyond that, I want to say very per
sonally I trust this Chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, Colin Powell. I 
trust Dick Cheney to have reviewed 
each of these things individually and 
made the tough decisions. I am trou
bled by the fact that, they having made 
these very difficult decisions, the Sen
ate now is going to turn them around. 

We are the ones who told them to 
spend less on defense and they agreed 
to do that. We are the ones who urged 
them to reduce the B-2 fleet. They 
have done tha t . We made deep cuts in 
SDI spending. They have complied with 
that. We are the ones who told them to 
cancel various programs, Navy pro
grams, and they have done that. We 
have reduced some of the production 
lines to almost an inefficient rate of 
production. They have reduced the de
fense budget as much as can be done, 
based on certain conditions that exist 
in the world. They have answered all 
our calls. They have come and ex
plained to us their program. 

I can tell you, if I were the Senator 
from Rhode Island, there is no question 
I would be voting for the Seawolf. I can 
understand a person supporting his 
State's industrial base. I cannot under
stand the Senate as a whole deciding to 
pursue a new system like this. We do 
not need it. We cannot afford it. There 
is no justification for it. And it has 
been recommended to us by all the 
military leaders in this Nation that we 
not build any more. 

I cannot state any more clearly my 
position. I hope I have not left anyone 
confused about my position on the 
Seawolf. I oppose the Seawolf. It is an 
unnecessary addition to the defense 
structure that I have tried to support, 
now, for almost a quarter of a century. 

I urge the Senate to reconsider the 
concept here, that we must strip SDI, 
we must cancel the B-2 bomber, in 
order to proceed now with submarines 
we do not need, we cannot afford, and 
should never have proceeded with last 
year. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. GRA
HAM). Who yields time? The Senator 
from Rhode Island? 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, may I have 
6 minutes? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Hawaii? 

Mr. INOUYE. Parliamentary inquiry. 
Am I authorized to yield time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is the presumed designee of the 
manager, as senior Member. 

Mr. INOUYE. I am pleased to yield 30 
seconds from the amendment and 51!2 
minutes from the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Rhode Island. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I rise in op
position to the McCain amendment and 
in support of the rescission bill as re
ported by the Appropriations Commit
tee, particularly with respect to the 
hard choices that were made in the 
area of defense spending. 

The important point to recognize is 
that the committee bill would rescind 
more in defense spending than the 
President has proposed-$7.2 billion by 
the committee as opposed to $7.14 bil
lion proposed by the President. 

To reach this figure, the committee, 
I believe, has chosen wisely to make ju
dicious rescissions in both the SDI and 
the B-2 programs. In SDI, the commit
tee preserves emphasis on ground
based, theater missile defenses but 
would delete funding for space-based 
systems that do not have immediate 
priority. And the B-2 cut would touch 
only fiscal year 1992 funding for one 
bomber that has not yet been certified 
to standards set by Congress. 

The Seawolf submarine, by contrast, 
is a weapons program that already has 
withstood many tests and already has 
been pared down to an irreducible min
imum. The original plan for a fleet of 
29 Seawolf submarines was reduced to 
3-a decision which I might note has 
been accepted without question by all 
concerned. Congress in its wisdom has 
authorized and provided appropriations 
for all three vessels, and the President 
in his wisdom has signed those actions 
into law. 

Moreover, with the first Seawolf 
nearing completion, the second ship 
has already been contracted for, after a 
protracted court challenge of the con
tract award. And substantial advance 
procurement has already gone forward 
for this boat and for the third Seawolf, 
particularly for long lead items such as 
the nuclear propulsion components. 

All in all, it would cost between $2 
and $3 billion to cancel these two 
boats, for which the public would re
ceive nothing in return. So the rescis-

sions proposed by the President simply 
do not make sense as I see it. And I am 
advised that even with retention of the 
second and third Seawolfs, 95 percent 
of the economies proposed by the Presi
dent would still be realized. 

There is another aspect to the prob
lem which has received much deserved 
attention and that is the preservation 
of the unique industrial base assembled 
by Electric Boat Co. in Rhode Island 
and Connecticut. The skilled high-tech 
work force and the one-of-a-kind pro
duction facility at Quonset Point are 
national assets which can only be pre
served by continued production, albeit 
at a much reduced pace. This point has 
been brought home to me only too 
clearly over the past 10 years as I 
joined those who were pleading for di
versification of the former activities. 

I would have vastly preferred a dif
ferent path, but Electric Boat would 
simply go out of business if we did not 
have these submarines and that would 
cause great tragedy to many citizens in 
my State. 

It is interesting, too, to realize one
third of the economies in the Presi
dent's programs come out of the pro
grams centered in the little States of 
Connecticut and Rhode Island. This is 
a hard figure and I leave it to my col
leagues. It seems manifestly unfair 
that one-third the total cost would 
come out of programs centered in the 
little States of Connecticut and Rhode 
Island. That does not seem fair or bal
anced. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? The Senator from Arizona. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I yield 
myself whatever time remains. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Arizona. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, first I 
would like to start my wrap up of our 
debate over the Seawolf by reviewing 
the process we are going through here 
today. Again, let me state that such a 
rescission process simply is not accept
able when the President offers 130 
items for rescission action and 97 of 
those are rejected by the Appropria
tions Committee before the Senate 
ever really votes on the issues in
volved. The American people will never . 
see us consider the views of the Execu
tive Branch or really try to eliminate 
waste and unnecessary spel)ding. 

The Secretary of Defense has made 
his views on the results of this process 
very clear. I ask unanimous consent, 
Mr. President, that the letter to Sen
ator DOLE from the Acting Secretary of 
Defense be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

THE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF DEFENSE, 
Washington, DC, May 5, 1992. 

Hon. BOB DOLE, 
Republican Leader, U.S. Senate, Washington, 

DC. 
DEAR MR. LEADER: This letter provides our 

views on the defense-related portions of S. 
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2403 as reported by the Senate Appropria
tions Committee. The President's senior ad
visers would recommend that he veto the bill 
if it were presented to the President in the 
form it was reported by the Committee and 
that he then request legislation that would 
have the effect of rescinding funds consistent 
with the Nation's defense interests. 

The Administration proposed several bil
lion dollars in reductions to the defense 
budget to save taxpayers' money in a man
ner consistent with a strong national de
fense. The Committee bill proposes a similar 
dollar amount in reductions, but in a manner 
inconsistent with national security inter
ests. In particular, the Administration 
strongly opposes the Committee bill's cuts in 
the vital Strategic Defense Initiative pro
gram for global protection against limited 
strikes and the B-2 bomber program. The Ad
ministration also strongly opposes the Com
mittee bill's failure to rescind funds for 
unneeded Seawolf nuclear attack sub
marines. 

The Committee bill rescinds funds that al
ready have been obligated for needed pro
grams. Such rescissions are inconsistent 
with defense needs and would necessitate 
costly terminations of contracts with Amer
ican defense industries. The Committee bill 
also rescinds funds needed for orderly com
pletion of Peacekeeper missile deliveries and 
senior executive communications support. 
The Committee bill also contains a number 
of reductions, not yet revealed to the De
partment of Defense, in classified programs. 
We object strongly to language in the Com
mittee bill that would incorporate the classi
fied annex into the bill by reference. 

The Committee bill fails to terminate 
funding for M-1 tank conversion and for up
grades to the F-14 aircraft. The cost to the 
taxpayers for these programs far exceeds 
their military value, and we urge the Senate 
to rescind these funds. 

To maintain the strong defense we need to 
protect America's interests, within the lim
its of the funding the taxpayers can afford, 
we must allocate defense funds only to those 
programs that contribute to our military ca
pabilities. The Committee bill diverts scarce 
defense resources to projects of local inter
est, such as purchase of unneeded meals
ready-to-eat, combat boots, and Guard Re
serve equipment. This is an unwise alloca
tion of the taxpayers' money. 

We urge the Senate to amend the Commit
tee bill to enact the rescissions proposed by 
the Administration. 

Sincerely, 
DONALD J. ATWOOD, 

Acting Secretary of Defense. 
Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, there are, 

however, many smaller issues that the 
Secretary does not address, but provide 
very clear examples of the kind of 
waste we are not going to vote on 
today. For example, consider the ap
propriation of $61.4 million for the pur
chase of MRE's. For the benefit of my 
colleagues, MRE's are meals ready to 
eat. Someone in Congress added the $64 
million to the defense appropriations 
bill, which pay for 68 million meals 
ready to eat being on hand in the in
ventory at the end of this year. 

These are enough meals to feed the 
original 50,000 contingent of Desert 
Shield troops three meals a day for 
over a year. Given the contingent na
ture of MRE requirements-which usu
ally are only required for a short pe-

riod pending provision of normal mess
ing arrangements-this large a supply 
is grossly excessive. We will never use 
procurements of this size and the 
MRE's will have to be disposed of for 
nothing, with no benefit derived for the 
national defense. 

Mr. President, we are talking about 
$61.4 million-$61.4 million-and this is 
just one example of the incredible ob
scene spending that goes on and which 
we can no longer afford. 

Let me take another example. The 
fiscal year 1992 defense appropriations 
bill added $20 million for Army 2%-ton
truck engines and spares. The Depart
ment of Defense included this line item 
rescission list because the Department 
has not identified any unfunded re
quirement for such truck engines and 
spares-indeed they are the wrong type 
of engine to meet future needs. 

At the very same time we waste this 
money on trucks, we are telling tens of 
thousands of young men and women 
who volunteered for a career in the 
military that we cannot afford to keep 
them. We are telling them that their 
careers are over, but we can afford $61 
million worth of meals ready to eat, 
68.4 million MRE's, which no one will 
every eat. We can afford $20 million for 
truck engines and spares which will 
never be used. And, the list of waste 
goes on and on. 

Mr. President, when this happens the 
rescission process is broken, and I say 
before this body, I will continue my ef
forts for enhanced rescission power for 
the President of the United States, 
known to many as the line-item veto. I 
will not give up. I will not quit. The 
American people demand an end to 
waste and useless spending, and they 
deserve it. 

This rescission process we are going 
through is a dramatic example of the 
compelling requirement for a line-item 
veto. I have quoted two examples, but 
97 of the 130 rescissions that were of
fered to this body by the President of 
the United States will never be voted 
on today. They will never be voted on 
at all, unless, as some of us urge, the 
President keep sending these rescis
sions back and sending them back and 
back until we do get to vote on them. 

Now, I do not agree with all 130 of 
them. But, there should at least be a 
process where the President of the 
United States can have individual line 
items brought to a vote, especially 
when Congress added many of the ex
penditures without any hearing, with
out any legislation proposed, and with
out any authorization. 

Mr. President, let me now turn back 
to the Seawolf. I think that my distin
guished colleague from Alaska just de
scribed very well why there is no 
threat that requires the expenditure of 
such vast amounts of money-one
quarter of the entire Navy shipbuilding 
budget. 

Mr. President, the letter sent to Sen
ator DOLE by the Acting Secretary of 

Defense says very clearly what the ad
ministration will do in response to this 
waste of funds, and I will quote part of 
it: 

The administration also strongly opposes 
the committee bill's failure to rescind funds 
for unneeded Seawolf nuclear attack sub
marines. * * * The President's senior advis
ers would recommend that he veto the bill if 
it were presented to the President in the 
form it was reported by the committee and 
that he then request legislation that would 
have the effect of rescinding funds consistent 
with the Nation's defense interests. 

Mr. President, I also want to get the 
true facts about this waste on the 
record. We have not heard the real 
story about the termination costs of 
the Seawolf, and how much we can save 
if we cancel the SSN-22 and SSN-23. 

I have just received an update on 
these costs and savings from the Comp
troller of the Department of Defense, 
and Mr. President, I ask unanimous 
consent that this information be print
ed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the' · 
RECORD, as follows: 

Q. If Congress approves the administra
tion's rescission request for the SSN-22 and 
SSN-23, will sufficient funding remain to 
cover termination costs the government will 
be responsible for? 

A. Yes. The following table displays the es
timated amounts retained to cover sunk 
costs and termination costs. 

[In billions of dollars) 

Appropriated end cost ......................................... .. 
Proposed rescission 1 .......................... ................. .. 

Estimated sunk/termination costs 2 ..................... . 

Remaining ............................................................ .. 

SSN--22 SSN-23 

2.0 
1.1 
.9 

2.0 
1.3 
.6 

1 Exludes $375M of fiscal year 1992 advance procurement associated with 
SSN- 24125126 hulls. 

2 Excludes $400M of prior year sunk costs associated with SSN--24125 
hulls. 

The DoD estimate for termination was 
based on an assessment of program sunk cost 
and cancellation cost of ongoing procure
ments conducted shortly after the Presi
dent's decision to terminate was announced. 
Because of the magnitude of the number of 
contractual actions associated with the 
SSN-21 program, and the contractual uncer
tainty due to the Navy's issuance of stop 
work orders in lieu of terminating contracts 
as soon as possible, this estimate is suscep
tible to change, however, as later and more 
complete information becomes available. 

The Department is currently in the process 
of reviewing the large number of contracts 
involved and awaiting information from the 
various contractors required after issuance 
of the program stop work order on the SSN-
22 and follow ships. 

We will, however, continue to refine our es
timates as we are able to collect and analyze 
information from the numerous contractors 
involved in the program. However, similar to 
other large scale major weapon system ter
minations, such as the A-12, it will be many 
months, perhaps years, before the final cost 
can be precisely determined. 

Q. What are the estimates for termination 
costs for the SSN-22? What are the estimates 
for completing the SSN-22? 

A. The Department's estimate for termi
nating the SSN-22, including all SSN-22 re
lated sunk costs, is $900 million. Because of 
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the magnitude of the number of contractual 
actions associated with the SSN- 21 program, 
and the contractual uncertainty due to the 
Navy's issuance of stop work orders in lieu of 
terminating contracts as soon as possible, it 
must be understood that this estimate is sus
ceptible to change as later and more com
plete information becomes available. 

If the Congress restores the SSN-22 rescis
sion at the original appropriated level, then 
funding is insufficient to complete the ship 
by approximately $200 to $300 million. The 
cost of completing the SSN-22 is higher than 
the amount originally appropriated due to 
the impact of program termination; i.e. 
delay and disruption from stop work orders, 
an increase in projected coverage on the 
shipbuilding contract shareline (Government 
and EB share costs above contract target 
80% government and 20% EB) and additional 
funding necessary for detail design efforts. 

Q. If Congress disapproves the administra
tion's rescission request, is there sufficient 
funding available to complete the three ship 
program? 

A. This question must be addressed in 
terms of the SSN-21 lead ship and the SSN-
22 and SSN-23 follow ships. 

In terms of the lead ship, it is very likely 
there will be an increase in the estimated 
cost to complete. This ship was appropriated 
in FY 1989 and awarded under a fixed price 
shipbuilding contract with a cost sharing (80/ 
20-Govt/contractor ratio) incentive for costs 
between the contract target and contract 
ceiling. The budget currently does not in
clude any funding to cover government li
ability if shipbuilding costs exceed the con
tract target. 

It is possible that the SSN- 21 lead ship 
contract will go to ceiling due to a variety of 
reasons, foremost of which would be a pro
jected increase in overhead at the Electric 
Boat shipyard due to a decline in future 
workload. If the estimate to complete this 
contract does go to ceiling, then the govern
ment would incur an estimated liability of 
approximatelY $350 million. The status of 
this contract will be reviewed during the an
nual Ship Cost Adjustment (SCA) review and 
any increased funding requirements will be 
addressed in the next update of the Presi
dent's budget. 

Similarly, if the Congress restores the 
SSN-22 and SSN- 23 rescissions at the origi
nal appropriated levels, then funding is in
sufficient to complete these ships by ap
proximately $200 to $500 million. The SSN-22 
is estimated to increase by $200--$300 million 
and the SSN-23 is estimated to increase by 
anywhere from zero to $200 million. As indi
cated earlier, the cost of these ships will 
likely increase due to the uncertainty result
ing from the impact of program termination; 
i.e. delay and disruption from stop work or
ders, an increase in projected coverage on 
the shipbuilding contract shareline (for the 
SSN-22 only) and additional funding nec
essary for detail design efforts for the SSN-
22 and SSN- 23. 

Q. What is the marginal cost associated 
with proceeding with the SSN-22? 

A. As indicated earlier, the appropriated 
amount for the SSN-22 is $2.0 billion. If the 
rescission proposal is disapproved the cost to 
complete this ship is estimated to be $2.3 bil
lion. 

[In billions of dollars] 

Appropriated end cost ...... ................. . 
Proposed rescission ............ .......... .. ... . 
Estimated sunk/termination costs ... . 
Current estimate to complete ... ....... . 

SSN- 22 

SSN- 22 
2.0 
1.1 

.9 
2.3 

In effect, the marginal cost of completing 
the SSN-22 involves a decision on whether or 
not to spend an additional $1.4 billion over 
what the government will incur for sunk and 
termination costs to terminate the contract 
for this ship. It must be understood that the 
sunk and termination costs associated with 
the SSN-23 ($.6B) and follow ships ($.4B) will 
be incurred regardless of whether the SSN-22 
is completed or not. 

Q. Electric Boat (EB) contends that the 
cost of the rescission will equate to the cost 
of building the SSN- 22 and SSN-23 and may 
in the final analysis result in additional fed
eral expenditures beyond the cost of building 
these two ships. Explain why rescinding 
these funds will minimize federal expendi
tures and makes economic sense in light of a 
reduced threat environment. 

A. EB's estimate of Seawolf termination 
cost includes "unobservable costs" which EB 
has designated as "Pay-As-You-Go" costs. 
They define these costs to include liabilities 
for retiree medical benefits, worker's com
pensation expenses and environmental costs. 
Below is a comparison of DoD's and EB's es
timates for Sea wolf termination costs: 

[In billions of dollars] 

Estimated sunk/termination ........................ ....... .. . 
Unobservable ..................... .......... ............ .. .. .... .... . . 
"Pay-As-You-Go" costs ..... ........ ..................... ...... . 
Externality costs .......... .. ........ ... .. ......... .. .......... ... .. . 

Total ......... ............... .................... ... ....... .. . 

DOD Electric Boat 

1.5 1.5 

1.5 
1.0 

1.5 4.0 

Estimated termination: DoD's estimate is 
included in the $1.5B of sunk/termination 
costs for the SSN- 22123. Detail of EB esti
mate is unknown. 

Unobservable costs: EB contends that 
these costs are charged to shipbuilding con
tracts on a "Pay-As-You-Go" basis and that 
if the government curtails its ship construc
tion program at the yard, other arrange
ments would have to be made to pay these 
bills when they come due and "there are no 
shipbuilding contracts to absorb them." EB 
also considers that these costs would include 
the undepreciated cost of facilities con
structed specifically to construct new sub
marines. 

Externality costs: EB also believes that 
there will be non-beneficial externality costs 
associated with termination of the Seawolf 
that the government would incur. EB con
tends that the costs to the local, state and 
federal governments in lost taxes and in
creased transfer payments and medical cost 
add over $1 billion to the cancellation cost of 
terminating the Sea wolf program. 

EB's assumptions ignore the fact that it's 
current backlog of shipbuilding work will 
continue through the late 1990s and what is 
referred to as "Pay-As-You-Go" costs will 
have to be absorbed within existing con
tracts. EB's assessment appears to be a worst 
case scenario that envisions the yard closing 
when Trident and SSN--688 work is com
pleted. Since the Department is planning to 
initiate construction of a new lower cost 
submarine in FY 1998, such costs could con
tinue to be absorbed by future contracts. 
However, since these costs will have to be 
paid regardless of whether the SSN-22 and 
SSN-23 are completed there is no basis for 
including these costs in any assessment of 
Sea wolf termination costs. 

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, the 
Comptroller documents are written in 
their usual impenetrable style, the bot
tom line is easy to translate. They 
make it very, very clear that we will 
indeed save the taxpayer at least $2.8 

to $3.3 billion over the next 5 years if 
the Seawolf submarine is terminated. 
That is the view of the Comptroller of 
the Department of Defense, the only 
group able to come up with official fig
ures. 

Mr. President, the Third World sub
marine threat is also something of a 
red herring. The Third World is not a 
new form of Soviet nuclear submarine 
threat. The Soviet submarines that are 
going to Libya and Iran are an old 
class of conventional submarine. A 
Seawolf submarine is clearly not re
quired to counter that threat. North 
Korean submarines, as we know, are 
noisy, conventional submarines. The 
People's Republic of China conven
tional submarines are noisy, and the 
People's Republic of China is still a 
long way from building modern nuclear 
submarines. We have SSN-688's air
craft, and surface vessels to deal with 
these threats. None, Mr. President, re
quire us to spend over one-fourth of the 
Navy shipbuilding budget on one weap
ons system. 

The cold war is over. That does not 
mean that war is over. Wars unfortu
nately are going on all over the world 
as I speak in places whose names we 
never heard of a short time ago: 
Bosnia-Herzegovina is a name that is 
not exactly a household word, yet hun
dreds are dying there each day. These 
wars, however, are a case for the deter
rent and power projection forces we 
really need and not for submarines we 
do not. The United States of America 
will not be militarily involved in most 
such wars, but the United States of 
America must be capable of interven
ing militarily. We have gone from a 
very unsafe but predictable world to a 
safer but much less predictable world, 
which requires a different strategy and 
different forces. 

As the Persian Gulf war proved, we 
need to spend more money on some 
parts of our defense inventory-sealift, 
airlift, amphibious capability, rapid re
action forces, and some means of coun
tering the spread and incredible pro
liferation of weapons of mass destruc
tion and the means to deliver them. 
These are clear requirements that cry 
out for remedy and redress. 

The Seawolf does not appear on this 
priority list. 

In summary, I want to report that I 
have the greatest respect, regard, and 
admiration for the men and women 
who work on the Seawolf in Connecti
cut, Rhode Island, Arizona, and any 
other State. It is our obligation to do 
whatever we can as a nation to help 
them in their transition to new jobs 
and industrial activities and the pain 
of this transition. 

The submarine that they have pro
duced ·is the best that the world has 
ever seen, but when we cut the defense 
budget by as much as 40 percent over a 
5-year period we must focus on key pri
orities. As a former Navy person, I 
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take no pleasure in proposing this 
amendment, but it is my obligation to 
see that we prioritize our defense 
spending in a fashion that will secure 
the future of other generations of 
Americans. 

Mr. President, I yield the remainder 
ofmy time. 

Mr. BYRD. The amendment offered 
by Mr. McCAIN reinstates the adminis
tration's proposal to rescind funds for 
two of the three SSN-21 Seawolf sub
marines, raising important issues asso
ciated with the submarine industrial 
base, and the capabilities of the U.S. 
submarine fleet. 

The President's rescission proposal 
was to rescind $3 billion of funds au
thorized and appropriated in fiscal 
years 1991 and 1992 for two Seawolf sub
marines. 

I want to state at the outset that the 
repeated labelling by the President and 
others of the rescission list as "con
gressional pork" is wrong and mislead
ing. The administration's proposal to 
rescind the Seawolf funding is not 
about cutting "congressional pork." It 
is about reversing the administration's 
previous successes in obtaining funding 
for the two Seawolf submarines. 

The administration fought very hard 
to have Congress fund both of the 
Seawolf submarines it is now asking 
the Congress to kill. The Seawolf sub
marines are not congressional add-ons. 
They represent approval by the Con
gress of the administration's own budg
et request. In 1990, when the Armed 
Services Committee suggested delaying 
the second Seawolf, Secretary Cheney 
wrote a letter strongly opposing such 
an action. Navy Secretary Garrett, in a 
similar letter, stated, "The Navy must 
continue the Seawolf to maintain tech
nological supremacy in undersea war
fare. The Chief of Naval Operations 
joins me in strongly supporting the 
Sea wolf program." 

Last year, the administration vigor
ously opposed an attempt by the De
fense Appropriations Subcommittee to 
substitute improved SSN--668 sub
marines for the third Seawolf in the 
fiscal year 1992 budget. Navy Secretary 
Garrett reiterated his position of 
strong support for the Seawolf program 
on September 25, 1991. He said, in a let
ter to the Armed Services Committee, 
"Seawolf is absolutely vital to main
tain our Nation's technological superi
ority in undersea warfare." This letter 
was sent just 3 months before the 
President's Seawolf rescission an
nouncement in the State of the Union 
Address and several months after the 
failed Soviet coup. 

Those who are suggesting that Con
gress dreamed up the Seawolf program 
and foisted it upon an unwilling admin
istration are ignoring reality. I think 
we should debate the rescission pro
posal on the merits. I hope the admin
istration will avoid labeling the 
Sea wolf debate as "pork." If it is pork, 
it is the President's "pork." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired. The question is on agree
ing to the amendment. The yeas and 
nays have been ordered. The clerk will 
call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen
ator from California [Mr. CRANSTON] 
and the Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
LEAHY] are necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de
siring to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 46, 
nays 52, as follows: 

Bentsen 
Bingaman 
Bond 
Bradley 
Brown 
Burns 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Conrad 
Craig 
Danforth 
Dole 
Domenici 

(Rollcall Vote No. 83 Leg.) 

YEAS-46 
Gramm Pressler 
Grassley Roth 
Hatch Sasser 
Hatfield Seymour 
Helms Simpson 
Kassebaum Smith 
Kohl Stevens 
Lott Symms 
Lugar Thurmond 
Mack Wallop 
McCain Warner 
McConnell Wellstone 
Metzenbaum Wirth 
Murkowski Wofford 

Durenberger Nickles 
Gorton Packwood 

NAYS-52 
Adams Fowler Mikulski 
Akaka Garn Mitchell 
Baucus Glenn Moynihan 
Bid en Gore Nunn 
Boren Graham Pell 
Breaux Harkin Pryor 
Bryan Heflin Reid 
Bumpers Ho111ngs Riegle 
Burdick Inouye Robb 
Byrd Jeffords Rockefeller 
Chafee Johnston Rudman 
D'Amato Kasten Sanford 
Daschle Kennedy Sarbanes 
DeConcini Kerrey Shelby 
Dixon Kerry Simon 
Dodd Lauten berg Specter 
Ex on Levin 
Ford Lieberman 

NOT VOTING-2 
Cranston Leahy 

So the amendment (No. 1791) was re
jected. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote. 

Mr. FORD. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. BYRD addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma

jority leader has asked for recognition. 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I 

yield to the distinguished chairman. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from West Virginia is recognized. 
Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I yield 

time from the bill to the distinguished 
majority leader. He has time reserved 
under the standing order, but I yield 
him time from the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma
jority leader is recognition. 

AFTERMATH OF THE LOS 
ANGELES RIOT 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, the 
violent aftermath of the Rodney King 
case verdict has again shown how vul
nerable our society is to sudden social 
breakdown. 

The arson, riot and looting that dev
astated Los Angeles dramatized the 
economic and racial divisions that 
plague our society. An economy that 
has not created jobs enough for Ameri
cans of all races has dealt particularly 
harshly with the young men of our 
inner cities. An educational system 
that does not meet the needs of all of 
our children has especially failed 
inner-city children. The criminal jus
tice system, overwhelmed by the 
plague of drugs and violence nation
ally, has most demonstrably failed to 
provide safety and security for the resi
dents of inner cities. 

The overwhelming majority of those 
living in inner cities are law-abiding 
people, who endure conditions of daily 
life that most other Americans would 
not tolerate. 

Their personal safety has not been 
secured by the forces of law and order. 
Their economic security is not served 
by an economy that fails to provide 
them jobs that can support a family. 

When a city cannot guarantee most 
of its people the fundamental right to 
be safe in their homes and their. neigh
borhoods, when Government cannot as
sure that all citizens will be treated 
with justice, then the social contract 
between citizens and government is 
dangerously frayed. 

We cannot permit America to become 
two separate societies-one the society 
of the secure and safe, and the other a 
society of fear. We must address di
rectly the causes of the problem. 

Yesterday, the President's spokes
man tried to blame the riot on Presi
dent Johnson and on failed policies of 
the 1960's and 1970's. With all due re
spect, his comments were most unfor
tunate. They represent precisely the 
wrong response-the politics of blame, 
rather than the policies of healing and 
building. 

We can spend the rest of the year ar
guing about who is to blame for the 
past, or we can come together to work 
constructively for the future. I urge 
that we choose to work for the future. 
The first step to solving a problem is to 
recognize the problem. Race has been 
the most divisive issue in our Nation's 
history. It is still the most divisive 
issue confronting our country. It has 
proven to be a target for political ex
ploitation. We must resist the tempta
tion to political exploitation now. 

This is a somber moment for our Na
tion. The challenge of remaking the 
American social contract demands 
leadership. 

Our response to cities must be no 
more, but no less than our response to 
all Americans: To invest in the goal of 
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realizing the American ideals of equal 
justice and equal economic oppor
tunity. 

We have taken some steps. The Fed
eral tax obligation for the lowest-paid 
workers has been eliminated, the tax 
credits for families was enlarged, 
health insurance tax credits, jobs, and 
low-income tax credits have been 
passed. 

The 1988 welfare reform requires able
bodied AFDC recipients to seek work 
or training to become employable; in
creases in the WIC, Head Start, and 
prenatal care programs for low-income 
families are designed to give the 
youngest generation a better start in 
life. 

They are small steps in the economic 
struggle facing low-income Americans. 
They highlight the need for a renewed 
national commitment. 

We must make it a reality that an 
American public school education will 
equip an American to earn a decent liv
ing. We must recognize that job train
ing is like a bank account: The more 
you invest in it, the more dividends 
you earn in stable families and commu
nities where every resident has a stake. 

Economic development in the cities 
is essential. New businesses and ex
panding existing businesses are the 
tools of growth. Jobs are the key. Re
newed economic growth is essential. 

We must target funds to the prob
lems, target tax incentives to the 
greatest need and recognize, as we do, 
that there is no one magic answer. 

Finally, we must make good on the 
promise of law and order. It is time 
that the people of our inner cities got 
personal safety, security and justice 
under law. They deserve to be free of 
gang warfare, drug dealing, drive-by 
shootings, and the other things that 
destroy the concept of community in 
urban neighborhoods. 

Justice is something that most 
Americans have taken for granted. But 
justice has been denied to those living 
in urban ghettos. Justice means per
sonal safety as well as freedom from 
discrimination. Justice means security 
for small businesses as well as equal 
opportunity. Both civil rights and a 
civilized life are the right of all Ameri
cans. It is a myth, it is wrong to say 
you can only have one at the expense 
of the other. 

There are provisions in the crime bill 
now pending on the calendar that go 
directly to the need for justice in our 
cities. The Police Corps Program would 
help lower income youth enter law-en
forcement, instead of law-breaking. 

The gang violence and community 
policing provisions of that bill are in
tended to make police a partner in de
terring crime and promoting safety. 
The handgun control provision could 
begin to slow the relentless arms race 
that has helped make homicide the 
number one leading cause of death for 
young black American men. Drug 

treatment programs would reduce the 
market for drugs. 

Our commitment to a single Amer
ican society will be tested severely 
over time. It will be tested in part by 
our response to the needs of our cities. 
The political arguments of today will 
long be forgotten if the problems re
main unresolved. We have already had 
enough finger pointing, enough blaJlle 
laying, enough scapegoating. 

It is time to recognize that a riot in 
any American city is not a political op
portunity or a political liability. It is 
an American tragedy. It shames all of 
us. 

And all of us-those in the inner 
cities and those outside-must share 
the work of correcting the problem. 

Neighborhoods and community orga
nizations that do not work against law
lessness, casual crime and gang warfare 
cannot expect the larger community to 
do it for them. 

But a government that does not re
ciprocate with its part in the social 
contract cannot expect citizens to re
spect a system of justice that seems 
stacked against them. 

There is a better way. That is to 
unify as one society a community of di
verse but shared concerns in the goal of 
seeking equal justice, equal oppor
tunity and broader economic oppor
tunity for all Americans. 

The problems of our inner cities 
ought not surprise Americans. They 
are the problems you can expect to see 
if you withdraw money, jobs, and serv
ices from any community. The claim 
that programs which put food in ba
bies' mouths cause gang wars is wrong. 
The claim that marginally literate 
young mothers can compete for skilled 
jobs is wrong. 

These arguments merely further the 
indifference, neglect and divisiveness 
which have sent all America the signal 
that government works only for the 
well-off, the comfortable, the secure. It 
should work for them, but not for them 
only. It should work for all Americans. 

What we need, instead, is to heed the 
call from the mayors of all our cities, 
Democratic and Republican alike, who 
have warned for years that the contin
ued neglect of urban America threatens 
the future and safety of all Americans. 

I look forward to working with my 
colleagues in both parties to do our 
part in the badly needed process of 
healing and recovery in Los Angeles 
and all across the Nation. 

Mr. President, I thank my colleague 
for his courtesy in yielding time to 
make this statement. 

Mr. BYRD. I thank the majority 
leader. 

RESCISSION OF CERTAIN BUDGET 
AUTHORITY 

The Senate continued with the con
sideration of the bill. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, it is my 
understanding from the majority lead-

er that he would like to be able to ter
minate work on this particular bill by 
6 o'clock or some such this afternoon. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, that 
is correct. It was my hope borne out of 
the excessive optimism that I usually 
bring to the Senate scheduling matters 
that we might even complete action on 
the bill by then. If it is possible I hope 
we will do so. The time is not inflexible 
but, as the distinguished chairman 
knows, there is an event that many 
people have planned for a long time 
this evening in which most Senators 
will be participating. Therefore, if we 
cannot finish by somewhere in the 
neighborhood of 6 or 6:30 I would sug
gest that we discontinue for the day 
and complete action tomorrow. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 
the distinguished majority leader. 
There is a faint possibility then that 
the Senate could complete action. As I 
understand it, Senator BROWN has an 
amendment or two amendments. And 
does any other Senator on the other 
side have an amendment? 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, if the 
majority leader will yield, I say to the 
chairman I am only aware of two 
amendments that Senator BROWN is ex
pecting to offer but I do have knowl
edge of a number of Senators on our 
side who wish to make some comments 
before final passage. 

Mr. BYRD. Very well. Perhaps we 
could at least get to third reading this 
evening and then make the final com
ments tomorrow. So 1 hour on each 
amendment, and Senators need not 
take the full time after they are dis
posed of. 

I yield the floor so the distinguished 
Senator may proceed with offering his 
amendment. 

Mr. BROWN. I thank the distin
guished chairman. 

It would certainly not be my inten
tion to delay the proceedings. I would 
be happy to agree to a time limit, 
something in the neighborhood of 10 
minutes on each side, or perhaps even 
less if that would expedite this meas
ure. 

Mr. BYRD. That would be fine. Does 
the Senator speak with reference to 
each of his two amendments? 

Mr. BROWN. That is correct. It may 
be moved more quickly than that. Any 
time the chairman would like to pro
pose a time limit I would be happy to 
agree to whatever he feels is appro
priate with regard to both of these 
amendments. 

Mr. BYRD. Is the Senator saying 10 
minutes each equally divided for each 
amendment? 

Mr. BROWN. I would be happy to 
agree to a 10-minute lill}it on each of 
the two amendments equally divided. 

Mr. BYRD. Very well. 
Madam President, I ask unanimous 

consent that on each of the two amend
ments which Mr. BROWN will shortly 
offer there be a time limitation of 10 
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minutes to be equally divided in ac- trinsic value, but in the context of a 
cordance with the usual form. $400 billion deficit, they are not nee

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. Mr- essary and cannot be justified. 
KULSKI). Without objection, it is so or- These Member projects are usually 
dered. simply inserted in a bill: they are rare-

The Senator from Colorado. ly reviewed in a public hearing, usually 
AMENDMENT NO. 1792 not authorized, hardly ever subjected 

(Purpose: To express the sense of the Senate to the normal competitive process. 
that funds should not be appropriated for Now we all know that once such a 
programs and projects that have not met provision is inserted in a bill, it is al
objective criteria throughout the appro- most impossible to remove it. Policy 
priations process) disagreements may be professional, but 
Mr. BROWN. Madam President, I pork is personal. If you take on a Sen-

send an amendment to the desk. ator's project, you are perceived as 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The challenging his or her judgment, and 

clerk will report. threatening his or her ability to meet 
The legislative clerk read as follows: the needs of their State. Each of us 
The Senator from Colorado [Mr. BROWN], thinks of our States as something of a 

for himself, Mr. KOHL, and Mr. SMITH, pro- fiefdom. We believe we know what 
poses an amendment numbered 1792. ·projects wiH help our State and our 

Mr. BROWN. Madam President, I ask people. And we are almost certain that 
unanimous consent that the reading of helping them helps us-the political 
the amendment be dispensed with. muscle we display when we deliver will 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without help get us reelected. 
objection, it is so ordered. The net result is that we feed the 

The amendment is as follows: image of the Congress as pork dispens-
At the appropriate place insert the follow- ers and log rollers. 

ing: The rescission bill now before us at
SEC •• SENSE OF THE SENATE THAT UNNECES. tempts to do something about the 

~_:,:.FUL SPENDING BE problem. It eliminates a good deal of 
It is the sense of the senate that_ pork barrel spending. But it does so 
(1) all programs and projects for which without acknowledging that pork bar

funds are appropriated should adhere to ob- rel spending is wrong. It does so only 
jective criteria throughout the appropria- selectively. And it does so only retro
tions process; and actively. Nothing in this legislation 

(2) money should not be appropriated for makes the sort of systemic changes we 
programs and projects unless- need to make if we are to reduce un-

(A) the programs and projects are a topic necessary and unjustified spending in 
of an appropriations hearing; 

(B) the programs and projects are author- the future. 
ized before funds are appropriated; and Now I do not blame any Member for 

(C) the programs and projects are not seeking to help his or her State get a 
added on to appropriations bills in con- project or a college get a grant. Under 
ference if they were not included in either the rules of the game as we play it, 
the House or Senate-passed bill. that is what we are supposed to do. 

Mr. BROWN. Madam President, this So it is time to realize that this is 
is a straightforward amendment. It is not a game. 
presented on not only my behalf but on It is time to change the rules. 
behalf of the Senator from Wisconsin. And that is what this amendment 
The amendment simply states that we does. 
ought to, in appropriating funds, make It does that by saying that Congress 
sure there is an appropriations hearing, should not appropriate funds for pro
so the voters are assured it is aired in grams unless those programs meet a 
public and reviewed. The amendment set of objective, bipartisan criteria. 
also states that these projects and pro- The amendment says that funds should 
grams should be authorized before be appropriated only for programs that 
funds are appropriated. This is the have had a hearing about them, that 
basis for having our authorization com- are authorized, that were not added in 
mittees. Lastly, it requires that funds conference, and that don't violate the 
are in the Senate or the House version spending limits we set during the budg
of an appropriations bill and are not et process. 
added in conference. Funds must be in · I cannot believe that any Senator 
one of the appropriations bills. would disagree with these simple re-

Madam President, at this point I quirements. These criteria, in my opin
yield to the distinguished Senator from ion, are the bare minimum that any 
Wisconsin. spending bill should meet. These cri

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen- teria are not political or partisan. 
ator from Wisconsin. All they say is four simple things: 

Mr. KOHL. Madam President, after Before· we spend taxpayers' money, we 
we pass an appropriation bill, people ought to take the time to have a hear
read it. And when they do read it, all ing about our spending. Before we 
too often they find what is called spend taxpayers money, we ought to 
pork-programs and projects which enact a law establishing the program 
were requested by a particular Member on which we will spend money. Before 
to benefit his or her State. These pro- we spend taxpayers' money, the entire 
grams and projects often have some in- Congress-and not just a small con-

ference committee-ought to vote on 
the proposed spending. Before we spend 
taxpayers' money, we ought to make 
sure the spending is within the overall 
budget we set for ourselves. 

These are not draconian require
ments-they are common sense. In 
fact, I would guess that most Ameri
cans would be surprised that we do not 
always follow these simple rules. 

Madam President, let me conclude 
with this point. Last year, when we 
passed the budget and the appropria
tion bills, we were continually told 
that this was it; this was the bottom 
line; all the fat had · been trimmed 
away; we were now cutting into muscle 
and sinew. So we were told. 

Until the President told us to cut an
other $7.8 billion. And made a public 
issue of it. 

Then, suddenly, we found a new bot
tom line; we found some more fat; we 
found a way to make some cuts with
out damaging muscle or sinew. In fact, 
in a variation of the "in your face" 
strategy we know so well, we found 
more money than the President did. 
The Committee now recommends a cut 
of $8.2 billion. 

But if the President had not chal
lenged us, that money would have been 
spent-without a care; without a sec
ond thought; without anyone question
ing it. 

Well, I congratulate the President for 
making the request. And I congratu
late the committee for responding to 
it. 

But it is not enough to do this on an 
ad hoc basis in response to a political 
challenge. 

In my judgment we have to do it on 
a regular basis in response to the fiscal 
crisis we face. 

We have to do it to discharge our ob
ligations to our country and our con
stituents. 

We have to do it to improve the pub
lic attitude toward the Congress in par
ticular and the Government in general. 

We have to do it to properly do our 
jobs. 

The amendment I offer with Senator 
BROWN is a step in these directions. I 
urge its adoption. 

Thank you, Madam President. 
Mr. BYRD addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from West Virginia. 
Mr. BYRD. Madam President, on this 

issue of lack of authorization, as Sen
ators are aware, there are many pro
grams each year which lack authoriza
tion but for which funding must be pro
vided. For example, salaries and ex
penses for the Department of the 
Treasury, Federal law enforcement 
training centers, the Bureau of Alco
hol, Tobacco, and Firearms, U.S. Mint, 
U.S. Secret Service; within the Inter
nal Revenue Service, administration 
management processing returns, tax 
law enforcement and information sys
tems; many offices within the Execu-
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tive Office of the President, including 
the Executive residence at the White 
House, special assistants to the Presi
dent, Council of Economic Advisers, 
the Office of Management and Budget, 
the National Archives, the Federal 
Trade Commission, Federal Commu
nications Commission, Securities and 
Exchange Commission, Minority Busi
ness Development Agency, U.S. Travel 
and Tourism Agency, the Export Ad
ministration, International Trade Ad
ministration, Federal Bureau of Inves
tigation, Drug Enforcement Agency, 
salaries and expenses for the U.S. at
torneys, Immigration and Naturaliza
tion Service, and so on and so on. 

Also, Madam President, paragraph 7 
of Senate rule XVI requires that com
mittee reports on general appropria
tion bills identify each committee 
amendment to the House bill which 
proposes an item or appropriation 
which is not made to carry out the pro
visions of an existing law a trealy stip
ulation, or an act or resolution pre
viously passed by the Senate during 
that session. 

Appropriations Committee reports 
are required to comply with paragraph 
7, rule XVI. In so doing, committee re
ports on all 13 regular appropriations 
bills identify unauthorized appropria
tions. And the Members of the Senate 
are then able to determine for them
selves whether to offer amendments to 
modify or to strike such unauthorized 
items from each appropriation bill. 

Now I call these things to the atten
tion of Senators because apparently 
Senators are not aware of them. Sen
ators need only be on this floor when 
the appropriations bills come before 
the Senate, and if those Senators will 
look at the committee reports and 
study the bill, those Senators will be 
able to offer amendments if they wish 
to do so to strike any item that is not 
previously authorized. That is a Sen
ator's right. But a Senator should not 
sleep on his rights and then claim that 
these things are slipped by and that 
Senators do not have an opportunity to 
know what is in the bill, and that these 
items that are not authorized are 
passed. As I say, some of them are, but 
for good reasons. 

So the committee reports accom
panying these appropriation bills are 
required to set out such provisions for 
Senators to see. All Senators have 
available to them prior to Senate con
sideration the committee reports on 
every fiscal year 1992 appropriation bill 
and they had an opportunity to offer 
amendments to strike the items con
tained in the bills during Senate debate 
on each bill. 

I will not go further into the matter, 
Madam President. I am ready to vote. 
And if the Senator is prepared for a 
voice vote, this Senator is also pre
pared. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
any other Senator who wishes to speak 
on the amendment? 

Mr. BYRD. I yield back my time if I 
have any to yield back. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from West Virginia's time is yield
ed back. 

The question then is on agreeing to 
the amendment. 

The amendment (No. 1792) was re
jected. 

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was rejected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the motion to lay on the 
table is agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1793 

(Purpose: To make additional rescissions 
dropped by the committee but included in 
the President's bill) 
Mr. BROWN. Madam President, I 

send an amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Colorado [Mr. BROWN), 

for himself and Mr. SMITH, proposes an 
amendment numbered 1793. 

Mr. BROWN. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 29, line 12, strike "$20,000,000 are 

rescinded." and insert the following: 
"$21,000,000 are rescinded. 

"ADDITIONAL PORKBUSTER PROVISIONS FROM 
THE PRESIDENT'S BILL 

. "The funds proposed for rescission in R92-
43, R92-45, R92-46, R92-47, R92-48, R92-50, R92-
51, R92-54, R92-55, R92-57, R92-59, R92--61, R92-
67, R92-97, R92-66, R92-68, R92--69, R92-70, R92-
71, R92-72, R92-73, R92-74, R92-75, R92-76, R92-
77, R92-78, R92-79, R92-80, R92-81, R92_g2, R92-
83, R92-84, R92-85, R92-86, R92-87, R92-95, R92-
96, R92-98, R92-99, R92-100, R92-89, and R92-90 
are rescinded.''. 

Mr. BROWN. Madam President, this 
is a very simple, straightforward 
amendment. It restores rescissions on 
42 projects that were in the original re
scission package presented by the 
President on March 20, 1992. It saves $60 
million of taxpayers' money. These are 
items that were also included in the 
original pork buster bill (S. 2265). I 
hope we will have somebody come to 
the floor and tell us why it is essential 
to spend taxpayers' money on feeding 
mink squawfish; that is one of the 
studies here. The other one of national 
significance is mesquite and prickly 
pear. Let me read this project to you. 

The project is to breed improved mes
quite and prickly pear, to find new uses 
for the product. It has not been award
ed competitively. It has not had peer 
review. It has no national significance. 
It did not require funding from direct 
beneficiaries. 

Madam President, these 42 projects 
are pork barrel waste. This amendment 
gives the Members of this body an op
portunity to eliminate $60 million of 
waste. 

At this point I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD a 
letter of support for this amendment 
from the Citizens Against Government 
Waste. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

COUNCIL FOR CITIZENS 
AGAINST GOVERNMENT WASTE, 

Washington, DC, May 4, 1992. 
DEAR SENATOR: On behalf of the Council for 

Citizens Against Government Waste 
(CCAGW), I am writing in reference to S. 
2403, legislation to rescind certain funding in 
the fiscal year 1992 Appropriations bills 
which will be up for consideration on Tues
day, May 5th. 

CCAGW strongly urges your support of an 
amendment to be offered by Grace Caucus 
Chairmen Hank Brown (R-CO) and Herbert 
Kohl (D-WI), expressing the sense of the Sen
ate that unnecessary, wasteful spending be 
eliminated from the budget process. This 
resolution also calls for the denial of funds 
to projects which have circumvented the ap
propriation process by NOT being authorized 
or subject to hearings in the Appropriations 
Committees. 

In addition, Sen. Brown will offer an 
amendment to substantially increase the 
dollar amount of rescissions by including the 
President's rescissions, which are also in
cluded in the Spending Priority Act of 1992. 

As the nation faces skyrocketing deficits 
and unprecedented spending levels, one thing 
is clear: there is no room for pork in the fed
eral budget. Your support of the Brown-Kohl 
sense of the Senate amendment, and the 
Brown amendment to increase the number of 
rescissions, will demonstrate your commit
ment to cutting wasteful, pork-barrel spend
ing from the budget process . 

Sincerely, 
THOMAS A. SCHATZ, 

Acting President. 
Mr. BROWN. At this point I yield to 

the distinguished Senator from New 
Hampshire. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from New Hampshire. 

Mr. SMITH. Madam President, I 
thank the Senator from Colorado for 
yielding. I am pleased to be a coauthor 
of this amendment and rise in strong 
support. This is a great debate. We are 
talking about how much money to 
save, so the taxpayers are going to win, 
one way or the other. The distin
guished chairman of the Appropria
tions Committee spent a good deal of 
time this morning discussing waste in 
the executive branch. That is good. It 
does not make a difference whether tax 
dollars are wasted by the administra
tion or tax dollars are wasted by Mem
bers of Congress. Waste is waste. And it 
should all be cut. This amendment does 
just that. 

I think we should look under every 
single stone, -for every opportunity. 
The Appropriations Committee made 
some very important additions to the 
President's package, but they just 
could not resist protecting some of the 
pork. The bill does not touch, as Sen
ator Brown mentioned, mink research. 
We are trying to take that out with 
this amendment: $46,000 worth of mink 
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research· or $3 million for a poultry 
center i~ Arkansas; or perhaps $94,000 
for asparagus yield decline in Michigan 
or $185,000 for lowbush blueberry re
search in Maine. 

I ask my colleagues, are those 
projects as important as immunization 
of children in some ghetto? Are these 
as important as curing cancer or AIDS? 
I think not. I do not think the Amer
ican people think they are either. I 
think it is outrageous. 

You could ask any taxpayer on any 
street in America and say "Do you sup
port these projects, given the fact that 
we have a $3.8 trillion national debt?" 
And you know what the answer would 
be: Absolutely not. 

Why were these spending items pre
served while others were cut? What do 
all of these items have in common? I, 
frankly, do not know. Do they all have 
a pressing national need? I do not know 
what that is. Were all of these projects 
authorized? No. Were the projects com
petitively awarded? No. 

My point is that the Congress, and 
sometimes the administration, frank
ly, makes spending decisions subje~
ti vely and many of those spending deCI
sions have not been very good. As a 
matter of fact, they have been very 
poor. 

I think we need to reach a consensus 
on some objective criteria that can be 
used to determine whether or not a 
particular spending project should be 
approved. 

There is a saying around this town 
that pork is always the other guy's 
project. I do not think it has to be that 
way. Last year I introduced a bill in 
the Senate, and Senator BROWN was 
one of the very few cosponsors of the 
legislation, that attempted to identify 
projects objectively. We identified a 
number of them, some good, some bad, 
that failed what you can call a pork 
litmus test. We used some of the cri
teria I mentioned earlier. Was the 
project authorized? Was it competi
tively awarded? Did the project go 
through the hearing process or was the 
project simply added in conference? 

To this Senator it does not make a 
bit of difference whether it is spent in 
Arkansas, West Virginia, or New 
Hampshire. If we spend that money 
without first making a fair and objec
tive analysis based on merit, need, and 
competition, we are not doing our job. 
It is as simple as that. 

This year Senator BROWN and I intro
duced a similar bill, S. 2265, the Spend
ing Priority Reform Act of 1992. This 
amendment adds an additional 42 re
scissions that were contained in that 
legislation and in the President's re
scission package, 60 million dollars' 
worth . 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the sponsor of the amendment has 
expired. 

Mr. SMITH. Madam President, I ask 
unanimous consent for 1 additional 
minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. SMITH. In my opinion, the more 
we can save the better. We should re
scind the congressional pork, the Presi
dential pork, and all the pork, Madam 
President. Let us rescind it all. Let us 
rise to the occasion. 

Frankly, in conclusion, I wish every 
one of my days here in the Senate 
could be spent discussing not whether 
or not we would cut any pork, but how 
much pork. This is great progress, 
Madam President. 

I thank the Senator from Colorado 
for yielding and yield back the remain
der of my time. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, 
the amendment before the Senate 
would rescind a $185,000 special grant 
under the Cooperative State Research 
Service for lowbush blueberry research 
in the State of Maine. This was among 
the projects recommended for rescis
sion by President Bush earlier this 
year. 

Opposition to this special grant is 
premised on three premises. Unfortu
nately, all three premises are flawed. I 
will address each one briefly. 

The first premise is that the special 
grant for Maine is unnecessary because 
there is almost $1 million in other 
CSRS-sponsored blueberry research on-
going nationally already:- . 

The problem with this argument IS 

that only the Maine research is di
rected to lowbush blueberries. All 
other CSRS-sponsored blueberry re
search is directed to highbush blue
berries, a point CSRS acknowledges in 
an April 30 letter to my office. 

That is not an insignificant dif
ference. The two plant species differ in 
many ways: plant structure, the nature 
of the soil in which they are grown, 
pruning practices, and harvesting 
schedule. 

Correspondence I have received from 
the Maine Blueberry Commission; John 
Smagula, professor of horticulture at 
the University of Maine; and Dr. G.W. 
Wood, executive director of the Wild 
Blueberry Association of North Amer
ica all point out that research con
ducted on highbush blueberries is not 
transferable to the lowbush blueberry. 
I ask unanimous consent for these let
ters to be printed in the RECORD at the 
conclusion of my remarks. 

The second faulty premise upon 
which opposition to the special grant is 
based is that the research funded under 
the special grant is not valid because it 
is not peer reviewed or competitively 
awarded. 

Again, quoting from the Maine Blue
berry Commission, 
all research programs supported by the 
Maine Experimental Station go through sev
eral layers of review [that] begins at the De
partmental level * * * through a Rese.arch 
Council of interdisciplinary peers who rigor
ously challenge the relevancy of projects, 
the soundness of the methodology, the avail
ability of sufficient resources to ensure com-

pletion, the availability of expertise at all 
stages of the program to ensure success, and 
who apply other tests of attainment to en
sure effective science is done. 

In addition, 
* * * the Maine Blueberry Advisory Com

mittee reviews all blueberry projects * * * 
and recommends those projects which best 
address industry needs * * * [and] challenges 
the researchers on their work. The Commit
tee includes industry members with science 
and engineering backgrounds. 

So, it should be understood that the 
merits of any research conducted under 
this special grant are rigorously re
viewed. 

The third faulty premise behind the 
amendment is the contention that the 
direct beneficiaries of the special grant 
do not contribute to the research. 

The Cooperative State Research 
Service estimates it will support 
$1,006,000 for blueberry research in fi~
cal year 1992. Of that total, $185,000 IS 

the subject of this amendment; $260,000 
is a special research grant to Rutgers 
University; and $561,000 is anticipated 
to be spent under Hatch Act and Evans
Allen formula funding that goes to ag
ricultural experiment stations and his
torically black colleges. 

The fiscal year 1992 Hatch Act and 
Evans-Allen funding totals are based 
on fiscal year 1990 spending level, the 
latest complete year figures available 
to CSRS. 

Madam President, in fiscal year 1990, 
total Hatch Act funding for blueberry 
research was $465,000. The Agricultural 
Experiment Station at the University 
of Maine contributed $148,000 or 31.8 
percent of that total. 

CSRS also says, using fiscal year 1990 
figures as a base, that $2.87 million in 
non-Federal funding was available for 
blueberry research. Of that amount, 
State appropriations and industry sup
port from Maine were $473,000 or, 16.5 
percent of the total. . 

So using the latest CSRS figures, 
Maine matched its special research 
grant with $621,000 of Hatch Act and 
non-Federal funds. 

Madam President, Maine's lowbush 
blueberry industry is a growing source 
of employment and economic vitality 
in my State. The industry has grown 
from generating annual averages of $15 
million in the 1980's to almost $100 mil
lion in 1990 and $56 million in 1991. 
Much of this industry is centered in 
the most rural and economically dis
advantaged areas of the State. 

Consistent high value, employment, 
and exports are possible if the industry 
is able to continue the research made 
possible, in part, by this special grant. 

It would be penny wise and pound 
foolish to rescind the Federal compo
nent of that research, especially if the 
Senate was to do so on the basis of the 
faulty premises and the incorrect un
derstanding of the unique nature of the 
Maine lowbush blueberry that has 
prompted much of the opposition to 
this special grant. 
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This amendment should be rejected 

by the Senate. 
There being no objection, the mate

rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

MAINE BLUEBERRY COMMISSION, 
Orono, ME, March 30, 1992. 

Hon. GEORGE J. MITCHELL, 
Russell Senate Office Building, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR MITCHELL: In response to 
President Bush's call for rescission of fund
ing for fiscal year 1992, Maine's blueberry in
dustry asks for your help in correcting some 
misconceptions. Our specific concern is the 
President's inclusion of Cooperative State 
Research Service (CSRS) funding for 
lowbush blueberries ($200,000) in his call for 
budget reductions. This funding is essential 
to the health and future prospects of the in
dustry. The reason for rescission outlined in 
the Washington Post misrepresent the CSRS 
program for lowbush blueberries. We hope 
you can help clear up these misconceptions. 

Is this funding justified? To effectively an
swer this question we must review why we 
spend public tax dollars on any program. I 
believe one reason is to benefit our society 
through investment in the future. There are 
few better ways to invest public funds than 
to invest them in industries and businesses 
that provide jobs and generate positive cash 
flow into our economy. Every facet of human 
endeavor is dependent on a healthy economy. 
This kind of investment is particularly im
portant in an area of our country which has 
been traditionally economically depressed. 
This is truly public investment, not public 
expenditure. These programs represent lead
ership and foresight rather than happen
stance and hindsight. 

The lowbush blueberry industry clearly 
demonstrates a positive return for this in
vestment. The industry has grown from gen
erating, on the average, approximately 15 
million dollars annually in 1980 to over 56 
million dollars annually in 1991. The blue
berry industry in Maine generated about 100 
million dollars in 1990. The advent of consist
ent 100 million dollar years is within reach if 
we continue to provide the quality research 
programs necessary to remain competitive 
in the world marketplace. This positive re
turn on investment is highly correlated to 
the work being done at the Maine Agricul
tural Experiment Station. 

Are these CSRS funds being requested in addi
tion to the 1 million dollars already requested 
[or blueberry research? Absolutely not. The 
funding requested from Maine is for the 
lowbush (wild) blueberry which is a distinct 
species of plant, unlike the highbush or 
rabbiteye blueberries supported by the 1 mil
lion dollars mentioned in the news article. 
The work being done on these other species 
is not transferable to the lowbush blueberry. 
The lowbush blueberry is unique in every 
stage, from its growth habit through har
vesting. The only research being done in the 
U.S. to address the needs of the lowbush 
blueberry, is at the University of Maine. Un
like all other major agricultural crops in 
Maine, the lowbush blueberry industry is not 
able to take advantage of information from 
other research programs around the Nation. 
The lowbush blueberry industry can only 
look to University of Maine researchers for 
the necessary answers to disease control, in
sect control, plant nutrition, water manage
ment, etc. 

These programs include many projects di
rected at protesting the environment. There 
are projects on developing Integrated Crop 
Management techniques, improving native 

pollinator habitat, developing mechanical 
field sanitation equipment, investigating al
ternative weed control methods, developing 
pesticide residue screening procedures, etc.
all with significant social benefits beyond 
the industry itself. 

Are these programs subjected to peer review? 
Absolutely. All the research programs sup
ported by the Maine Experiment Station go 
through several levels of review. Review be
gins at the Departmental level and continues 
through a Research Council of interdiscipli
nary peers who rigorously challenge the rel
evancy of projects, the soundness of the 
methodology, the availability of sufficient 
resources to insure completion, the avail
ability of expertise at all stages of the pro
gram to insure success, and who apply other 
tests of attainment to ensure effective 
science is done. 

In addition to internal review, the Maine 
Blueberry Advisory Committee also reviews 
all blueberry projects. This Committee, es
tablished by Maine law, advises the Univer
sity on the needs and priorities of the indus
try. The Committee reviews each project and 
recommends those projects which best ad
dress industry needs. This is not a simple or 
quick process . . The Committee holds numer
ous meetings (7 in 1991) and also challenges 
the researchers on their work. The Commit
tee, which includes industry members with 
science and engineering backgrounds (one 
with an earned doctorate in horticultural 
science), reviews all proposals and requires 
periodic progress reports from the research
ers. In one word there is accountability. I be
lieve this accountability is on a level and 
sufficiency higher than most comparable 
programs. 

Are there contributing funds from the direct 
beneficiaries? Absolutely! The Maine blueberry 
industry instituted an industry tax program 
in 1945 with the explicit purpose of funding 
research for the betterment of the industry 
and the State. For more than forty years the 
industry never asked for Federal dollars; we 
exercised the foresight to invest in our fu
ture. It was only after our recognition of the 
explosion in the industry's growth, the ava
lanche of new regulations, and the increasing 
world competition, that we realized we need
ed to do more-more than we could possibly 
fund on our own. Only then did the industry 
seek help, and rather than asking for a hand
out we asked for a partnership between our 
industry, the University, and our Federal 
government. 

The blueberry industry contributes ap
proximately $100,000 annually to help fund 
research at the University ($111,300 in 1992) 
and the University contributes approxi
mately $300,000 in resources. This represents 
a 2:1 ratio of industry + University funds to 
Federal funds. 

In summary, these Federal funds: 
Have provided a positive return on invest

ment. 
Are not linked to the other Federal funds 

requested for blueberry research. Lowbush 
blueberries are a separate and distinct spe
cies from the other blueberry projects and 
we cannot use research information from 
these programs. 

Will go to support research programs 
which undergo rigorous review by internal 
and external review committees before ap
proval. This review is part of an on-going 
process leading to a high level of account
ability. 

Are matched by the lowbush blueberry in
dustry and the University. This match to 
Federal funds is on a 2:1 ratio (industry + 
University : Federal). 

Help support programs that are directed at 
protecting the environment and thus provide 
significant social benefits to the public. 

Will help provide investment in the future 
of Maine's blueberry industry. This industry 
is a growth industry that will continue to 
create jobs, provide a positive cash flow into 
the economy, and is increasing its export 
trade which contributes positively to our 
trade balance. 

I hope this background information helps 
clear up some of the misconceptions regard
ing the lowbush blueberry industry's funding 
request. Please let me know if you need addi
tional information or if I can be of further 
assistance. Thank you for your consideration 
of this matter. 

Respectfully, 
EDWARD J. MCLAUGHLIN, . 

Executive Director. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
COOPERATIVE STATE RESEARCH SERVICE, 

Washington, DC, April 30, 1992. 
Subject: Blueberry Research. 
To: Steve Hart, Office of Senator Mitchell. 

The Cooperative State Research Service 
(CSRS) supports blueberry research at State 
Agricultural Experiment Stations and other 
cooperating institutions. In Fiscal Year 1992, 
CSRS supported research on blueberries is 
estimated to be $1,006,000. This includes the 
$185,000 for lowbush blueberry research that 
the President has proposed for rescission. An 
estimated $563,000 will be available for blue
berry research in the 1993 President's Budg
et. This decrease is due to the proposed 
elimination . of CSRS Special Research 
Grants for lowbush blueberry and cranberry/ 
blueberry research. In Fiscal Year 1993, an 
estimated $2,870,000 in non-federal funding 
will be available for blueberry research. 

Lowbush blueberries are grown commer
cially in Maine and New Brunswick, and 
Nova Scotia, Canada. Highbush blueberries 
are grown in other parts of the United States 
with rabbiteye (a type of highbush) grown in 
the South since it is heat tolerant. Lowbush 
blueberries are a multimillion dollar indus
try for Maine. In the United States, essen
tially all production and research for 
lowbush blueberries is conducted in Maine. 

If you have further questions about the 
CSRS budget or proposed rescissions, please 
contact Betty Lou Gilliland, CSRS Budget 
Officer, on 202/401-5787. 

JOHN PATRICK JORDAN, 
Administrator. 

UNIVERSITY OF MAINE, 
Orono, ME, May 1,1992. 

W. STEPHEN HART, 
Legislative Assistant, Russell Senate Office 

Building, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. HART: I have been asked to pro

vide information about the differences be
tween highbush blueberries (Vaccinium 
corymbosum) and lowbush blueberries 
(Vaccinium angusti[olium). This information 
should indicate why research on highbush 
blueberry can not apply directly to lowbush 
blueberry production. 

Both plants are called blueberries because 
both have blue colored fruit and are mem
bers of the same genus, Vaccinium. But here 
is where the similarities seem to end. 

These two plant species differ in many 
ways including: plant structure, nature of 
soil on which they are grown, pruning prac
tices and harvesting schedule. 

1. PLANT STRUCTURE 
The highbush blueberry is an upright grow

ing plant that reaches about 12--15 feet in 
height. 
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The lowbush blueberry is a low growing 

shrub that spread laterally through an un
derground stem system called a rhizome. It 
is from the underground rhizome that up
right shoots emerge and grow to only about 
12 to 18 inches tall. 

2. NATURE OF SOIL 
The highbush blueberry grows in a plowed 

soil, which is why the highbush is also called 
the cultivated blueberry. 

The lowbush blueberry grows in an undis
turbed forest soil that has a layer of nutri
ent-rich organic matter (leaf litter from the 
forest trees) on the surface. Of course, the 
forest has now been cleared and the lowbush 
blueberries have become the predominant 
species. The lowbush blueberry is maintained 
as the predominant species by weed control 
techiques. 

3. PRUNING PRACTICES 
The highbush blueberry may receive yearly 

pruning of old and diseased wood. 
All the lowbush blueberry growth above 

ground is pruned to the soil surface every 
other year. This stimulates a vigorous flush 
of growth which is vital to flower bud pro
duction and subsequent fruit yield. 

4. HARVESTING SCHEDULE 
The alternative year pruning of lowbush 

blueberries results in a crop of berries every 
other year. Highbush blueberry plants 
produce a crop every year. 

The method of harvesting is also signifi
cantly different between the two crops. Most 
of the lowbush blueberries are hand har
vested by metal rakes. Highbush blueberries 
are hand picked and also machine harvested 
by over-the-row picking machines that 
knock the berries off the bushes onto collec
tion mechanisms. 

I hope this brief description of some of the 
differences between highbush and lowbush 
blueberries will illustrate why research on 
highbush blueberries can not be easily trans
ferred to our unique corp, the lowbush blue
berry. 

If additional information or clarification is 
required, don't hesitate to call me (207-581-
2925) or Dr. David Yarborough, Lowbush 
Blueberry Specialist, Cooperative Extension 
(207-581-2923). 

Sincerely, 
JOHN M. SMAGULA, 

Professor of Horticulture. 

WILD BLUEBERRY ASSOCIATION 
OF NORTH AMERICA, 

Fredericton, N.B., May 1, 1992. 
Mr. W. STEPHEN HART, 
Legislative Assistant to Senator George Mitch

ell, Russell Senate Office Building, Wash
ington, DC. 

DEAR MR. HART: It has come to my atten
tion that Federal funding for research on 
lowbush blueberry may not be authorized for 
the current year because of budgetary con
straints. I was both surprised and dis
appointed that important ongoing projects 
are in jeopardy, and hope that every effort is 
being made to retain maximum support for 
them. 

I am sure that you are aware of the impor
tance of the blueberry industry to Eastern 
Maine, and the necessity of continuing im
provements in production technology in 
order to maintain its competitive position. 
The management practices for lowbush blue
berries are unique, and research findings for 
cultivated highbush blueberry and other re
lated fruits are not applicable. Withdrawal of 
support for committed programs at this time 
can have serious consequences on the indus
try, and I would appreciate your fullest sup-

port for maintaining a high priority for 
lowbush blueberry research in Maine. 

Yours truly, 
Dr. G.W. WOOD, 

Executive Director. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from West Virginia has 5 minutes. 

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, it is 
very easy for the President, or for any 
Senator, for that matter, to come up 
with a package of rescissions of the 
magnitude of the President's proposals. 
Such a package need only meet the lit
mus test, the priorities, of one individ
ual. The form of government set forth 
in our Constitution contemplates that 
Congress act collectively, reflecting 
and representing the views of the peo
ple, not just one individual. Our Found
ers did not want a king. 

Madam President, the amendment of 
the Senator from Colorado would re
store 42 of those rescissions requested 
by the President, which the committee 
rejected. 

My colleagues have never accepted 
every jot and tittle of any President's 
proposed budget. Likewise, I don't be
lieve my colleagues want to accept, 
without question, every jot and tittle 
of the President's proposed rescissions. 

The Congressional Budget and Im
poundment Control Act of 1974, in fact, 
allows for germane amendments and 
the Appropriations Committee accept
ed the rescissions of the President 
where it thought they had merit, modi
fied others, and rejected those that it 
felt should not be made. 

We did take the President's proposals 
very seriously. That is why, as I said 
earlier, I asked each of the subcommit
tees to review carefully the President's 
proposed rescissions and to accept 
those that they found to have merit. 
To the extent that the subcommittees 
were unable to concur in the Presi
dent's proposals, they were to rec
ommend alternative rescissions that, 
at a minimum, matched and often ex
ceeded the dollar amounts proposed by 
the President for that subcommittee. 

We played no games. Every sub
committee for which the President rec
ommended rescissions, has matched or 
exceeded the dollar amount proposed 
for rescission by the President. In title 
I, addressing rescissions proposed on 
March 10, 1992, the committee rec
ommendation exceeds the President's 
proposed rescissions by $205,351,054. In 
title II, addressing rescissions proposed 
on March 20, 1992, the committee rec
ommendation exceeds the President's 
proposed rescissions by $196,922,900. In 
title III, addressing a rescission pro
posed on April 8, 1992, the committee 
recommends concurrence in the Presi
dent's proposal. In title IV, addressing 
rescissions proposed on April 9, 1992, 
the committee recommendation ex
ceeds the President's proposals by 
$22,500,000. 

Turning now to specific rescission re
quests of the President, which this 

amendment would restore, let us exam
ine the committee's action as it relates 
to these individual programs, projects, 
and activities. 

Mr. President, the amendment by the 
Senator from Colorado would rescind 
several agricultural research projects 
that were appropriated through the 
special research grants account of the 
Cooperative State Research Service of 
the Department of Agriculture. Con
trary to the statement of the sponsor 
of the amendment, these grants are au
thorized and the authorization does not 
provide that they be competitively 
awarded. 

The committee has reviewed these 
rescissions and has chosen not to re
scind these research projects, for rea
sons which I shall state. 

The $225,000 for alternatives to 
Dinoseb has important ramifications 
for nonprogram crops. The ban on the 
pesticide Dinoseb imposed by EPA has 
posed serious problems for Pacific 
Northwest snap bean, green pea, rasp
berry, and blackberry growers who 
have depended on this chemical for 
weed control for over 40 years. Progress 
toward finding an alternative has been 
made on caneberries, peas, and small
seeded clovers through research on al
ternatives. 

Likewise, the rescissions that the 
amendment proposes for asparagus 
yield decline, celery fusarium, and cool 
season legume research are important 
projects for specialty crops and the as
sociated diseases and pests that plague 
them. Each crop has its own special 
problems and the research is intended 
to assist farmers in finding methods to 
deal with these problems or develop 
new strains that are resistant to the 
diseases. Therefore, the committee 
chose not to rescind the $520,000 for 
these projects. 

The eastern filbert blight continues 
to advance into the major hazelnut 
production areas of Oregon. Hazelnuts 
are a $45 million industry in Oregon. 
Current research efforts are focused on 
breeding resistant strains of filbert 
trees, replacing diseased trees, testing 
of fungicides, and the study of the biol
ogy of the blight. Thus, the committee 
has not rescinded $85,000 for this re
search. 

Nor has the committee seen fit tore
scind the $125,000 for leafy spurge bio
control. This project is a joint effort by 
the Gros Ventre/Assiniboine Indian 
Tribe of the Fort Belknap Reservation 
and Montana State University. In the 
area of the Fort Belknap Reservation 
of north-central Montana, vast tracts 
of productive land are being lost to 
noxious weeds, especially leafy spurge. 
The project is studying the effective
ness of ruminants, particularly sheep, 
to check the spread of this weed. The 
preliminary results indicate that sheep 
will browse spurge to the point where 
native grasses begin to return. The uni
versity, working with the local weed 
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control district, would like to continue 
the program on a broader scale. 

This amendment would also rescind 
$85,000 for lowbush blueberry research 
in Maine. Lowbush blueberries are a 
crop unique to Maine among the 50 
States. As such, the crop has growing, 
harvesting, and processing attributes 
different from other blueberry species 
and opportunity to transfer tech
nologies from other crops or geo
graphic areas is severely limited. The 
project has allowed the Maine Blue
berry Commission to begin research 
with the Maine Agricultural Experi
ment Station in the areas of produc
tion practices, product quality, and 
new product development. 

The research on mesquite and prickly 
pear is a project conducted by Texas 
A&I University in Kingsville, TX, with 
an appropriation of $100,000. It supports 
research on the commercial utilization 
of mesquite and prickly pear. Research 
on prickly pear is directed toward find
ing more cold tolerant and palatable 
varieties, and toward developing 
nonfood, nonfeed use. Research on mea
quite is directed toward the improve
ment of cultivation and harvesting 
methods, and the development of com
mercially viable mesquite wood prod
ucts. 

The $46,000 provided for mink feeding 
and reproduction research is conducted· 
by Oregon State University at its ex
perimental fur farm and supports re
search to improve the health and wel
fare of domestically raised fur-bearing 
animals. OSU has achieved several 
breakthroughs which have reduced dis
ease, improved animal health, cut farm 
costs, and strengthened the American 
fur-farming community. Fur farmers 
generate $9 million annually into Or
egon's agricultural economy and more 
than $140 million nationwide. 

The committee has not rescinded 
$250,000 for safflower research. Saf
flower represents a much needed crop
ping alternative for western North Da
kota and Montana farmers. This joint 
North Dakota-Montana effort will de
velop a significant plant breeding pro
gram designed to improve crop yield, 
increase oil content and quality, and 
improve cultural practices. These ad
vances are needed to make this crop a 
profitable alternative in the cropping 
systems of North Dakota and Montana 
producers. 

The committee has also not re
scinded $187,000 for small fruit research 
in Washington, Oregon, and Idaho. 
These States are major producers of 
berry and grape crops. This small fruits 
industry composes 2,800 growers and 240 
processors with a processed value of 
$354,000,000. Most of the farms are small 
family-owned operations with an aver
age size of 25 acres. The research seeks 
to develop, expand, and enhance berry 
and grape product quality through im
proved pest management, processing 
and packaging technology, and mar
keting. 

Finally, in the agriculture area, the 
committee did not recommend the re
scission of $76,000 for urban pest re
search in Georgia. The project, con
ducted at the University of Georgia, 
supports research assessing the biologi
cal activity of alternative and conven
tional control agents against house
hold and structural pests. In addition, 
the study will evaluate the efficacy of 
control. agents and monitor the envi
ronmental fate of control agents ap
plied in household, industrial, and in
stitutional settings to manage insect 
pests. 

The amendment by the Senator from 
Colorado would eliminate funds for 22 
community development projects. At a 
time when our economy is in distress, 
such projects are vi tally needed. Fur
ther, each of these projects was ap
proved by the Congress after careful 
consideration, and each of the projects 
meets the criteria of the Department of 
Housing and Urban Development's 
Community Development Block Grant 
Program. These criteria are: Benefit 
low- and moderate-income commu
nities; aid in the prevention or the 
elimination of slums and blight; or, 
meet other particularly urgent commu
nity development needs. 

In addition, it is important to note 
that funding for assisted housing was 
reduced from $30.1 billion in fiscal year 
1981 to $7.9 billion in fiscal year 1990, a 
74-percent reduction. These reductions 
occurred at a time when need remained 
substantial. The housing and commu
nity development projects approved by 
the Congress, and proposed for rescis
sion by Senator BROWN, help meet the 
significant shortfall in this area. Cur
rently, there is a backlog of $30 billion 
of eligible housing and community de
velopment projects which have not 
been funded due to budgetary con
straints. 

Included in the Brown amendment 
are important environmental projects. 
These include $70,000 to demonstrate 
the viability of biomass gasification, a 
potentially inexpensive and environ
mentally sound source of energy. The 
amendment would also rescind $1.45 
million for a nonpoint source pollution 
control project in Kansas, Nebraska, 
and Iowa which will increase our un
derstanding of the causes of, and means 
to control, nonpoint source water pol
lution, a major contributor to water 
quality degradation. The amendment 
would also rescind $116,000 for wetlands 
research projects which will increase 
the understanding of how land use 
practices affect wetlands. Given the 
current controversy over protection of 
wetlands, projects which increase the 
base of knowledge of wetlands should 
be supported. 

The committee also rejected the ad
ministration's proposal to . rescind 
$20,000,000 from a research and training 
facility in Bay City, MI. This facility 
will play a critical role in EPA's 
supercomputing program. 

The committee recommendation re
jected the two particular projects re
quested for rescission by the adminis
tration from within NASA because 
they are of vi tal importance to the 
State of Michigan. CIESIN is an edu
cational and research consortium that 
will help policymakers understand the 
importance of findings in global change 
research in developing strategies to 
combat global warming. The Delta Col
lege Learning Center will help NASA 
better disseminate the value of the Na
tion's space program to our young peo
ple. And it is only through means such 
as these that we will be able to help 
the next generation see the value in se
lecting careers in math and science. 

The administration's proposal to re
scind $7,700,000 in funding for the Urban 
History Initiative was not accepted be
cause progress is being made in fulfill
ing the purposes for which these funds 
were appropriated. The cities of Perth 
Amboy, Trenton, and Paterson have 
been working cooperatively with the 
National Park Service to complete 
planning so that these projects can 
move forward expeditiously. These 
sites are all located on the National 
Register of Historic Places, and eligi
ble for funding under the authorities of 
the Historic Sites Act of 1935. An archi
tectural historian is working to de
velop the request for proposals to ren
ovate buildings in the historic district 
of Paterson. 

The committee did not agree to the 
administration's proposed rescission of 
$1,975,000 for the Native Hawaiian Cul
ture and Arts Program as the program 
is assisting in the revitalization of cul
tural and artistic practices which were 
on the verge of extinction. The funds 
are to be used for three different com
ponents of the program: The living 
traditions program, the research devel
opment program, and the Native Ha
waiian Renewable Resources Program. 
Through cooperative efforts through
out Hawaii, many native practices are 
being taught and disseminated to 
younger generations so that these tra
ditions can be perpetuated. As part of 
the program, a comprehensive assess
ment of native research materials and 
references is being compiled. Author
ization for this program was contained 
in the Higher Education Act of 1986. 

As I stated earlier, each subcommit
tee carefully considered all of the 
President's requests and rejected some, 
such as those I have discussed in this 
statement, for very good reasons. Hav
ing done so, the committee initiated 
rescissions of its own, so that the total 
amount of rescissions in the pending 
measure exceeds the President's re
quests by $424,773,954. 

I urge Senators to support the com
mittee and to vote against the amend
ment of the Senator from Colorado, 
which would restore certain rescissions 
proposed by the President, which, as I 
have just stated, were considered and 
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rejected by the committee for the fore
going reasons. 

Now, the distinguished Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. BROWN] made some re
marks on the day that he introduced S. 
2265, on February 26, 1992. He intro
duced S. 2265 on behalf of himself and 
Mr. SMITH. I read his remarks carefully 
and I asked the Appropriations Com
mittee subcommittees to look at the 
statement and to prepare an expla
nation in response thereto. 

So today I shall respond to the floor 
remarks of the distinguished Senator 
from Colorado [Mr. BROWN] on Feb
ruary 26, 1992, the day that he intro
duced S. 2265 on behalf of himself and 
Mr. SMITH of New Hampshire. Perhaps 
it will help to clarify some of the 
things that have been said by the able 
Senator. 

I do not say this in a pejorative way. 
Sometimes we just have to take the 
time and look carefully at what is said 
and get the background, get the facts, 
and we find that things may appear to 
be a little different from what they are 
purported to be at a given moment by 
a Senator on this floor. 

Senator BROWN's floor remarks on 
the day he introduced S. 2265, February 
26, 1992-page 3583 in the CONGRES
SIONAL RECORD-included the following 
statements: 

Mr. President, common sense tells us Con
gress should at least review a project before 
it is funded. The bill I am introducing today, 
the Spending Priority Reform Act of 1992, 
identifies 642 projects totaling more than $1.5 
billion from the fiscal year 1992 appropria
tions bills. All these projects failed to follow 
the budget process, yet Congress funded 
them.*** 

The projects included in this bill met at 
least three of the following seven criteria: 

Spending appropriated by Congress was 
never the topic of a congressional hearing; 

Spending was not authorized; 
Spending was added in conference; 
Spending was not awarded on a competi-

tive basis; 
Appropriations do not relate to the legisla

tion which funds it or the agency which ad
ministers the project; 

Appropriation earmarked in violation of 
established congressional procedure or the 
process prescribed by law; and 

Appropriation was for projects of purely 
local interest, without national or regional 
importance. 

The three criteria most often met were 
that the projects were not authorized, not 
subject to an authorization hearing, and not 
competitively awarded. This says something 
about the way Congress spends the tax
payers' money. It is time to curb the number 
of federally funded projects which receive 
funding although they do not follow the 
budget rules and procedures. 

Madam President, I have examined 
each title of S. 2265, and I find that the 
claims made by the distinguished Sen
ator from Colorado are just not accu
rate. First, the Senator's statement 
that "all these projects failed to follow 
the budget process * * *" is just not 
correct. The Senator did not specify 
what part of the budget process all of 
these projects failed to meet. Perhaps 

he would see fit to enlighten the Sen
ate by providing more specificity as to 
what he meant. If the Senator meant 
that these projects failed to follow the 
budget process because they were not 
authorized, I disagree. In the first 
place, many of these projects were, in 
fact, authorized. I will lay in the 
RECORD, title by title, which of these 
projects were authorized and I will in
clude the statutory authorization for 
them. 

On this issue of "lack of authoriza
tion," as Senators are aware there are 
many programs each year which lack 
authorization, but for which funding 
must be provided. In fact, for fiscal 
year 1992, the following programs are 
among those that had no authoriza
tion. The President requested appro
priations and the Congress responded, 
yet the Senator from Colorado does not 
include them in his proposed legisla.., 
tion. In the majority of the cases ap
propriations were required for the or
derly functioning of the Government: 

Salaries and expenses for the Depart
ment of the Treasury; 

The Federal Law Enforcement Train
ing Center; 

The Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and 
Firearms; 

The U.S. Mint; 
The U.S. Secret Service; 
Within the Internal Revenue Service: 

Administration and management, proc
essing returns, tax law enforcement, 
and information systems; 

Many offices within the Executive 
Office of the President-including the 
Executive Residence at the White 
House, Special Assistance to the Presi
dent, the Council of Economic Advi
sors, and the Office of Management and 
Budget; 

The National Archives; 
The Federal Trade Commission; 
The Federal Communications Com

mission; 
The Sec uri ties and Exchange Com

mission; 
The Minority Business Development 

Agency; 
The U.S. Travel and Tourism Agency; 
The Export Administration; 
The International Trade Administra-

tion; 
The Federal Bureau of Investigation; 
The Drug Enforcement Agency; 
Salaries and expenses for the U.S. at-

torneys; and 
The Immigration and Naturalization 

Service. 
Paragraph 7 of Senate Rule XVI re

quires that committee reports on gen
eral appropriations bills identify each 
committee amendment to the House 
bill "which proposes an item or appro
priation which is not made to carry out 
the provisions of an existing law, a 
treaty stipulation, or an act or resolu
tion previously passed by the Senate 
during that session." 

Appropriations Committee reports 
are required to comply with paragraph 

7 of rule XVI. In so doing, committee 
reports on all 13 regular appropriation 
bills identify unauthorized appropria
tions. Members were then able to de
termine for themselves whether to 
offer amendments to modify or to 
strike such unauthorized i terns from 
each appropriation bill. 

In addition, paragraph 12 of rule 
XXVI requires that committee reports 
on a bill or joint resolution repealing 
or amending any statute or part of any 
statute include "(a) the text of the 
statute or part thereof which is pro
posed to be repealed; and (b) a com
parative print of that part of the bill or 
joint resolution making the amend
ment and of the statute or part thereof 
proposed to be amended, showing by 
stricken-through type and italics, par
allel columns, or other appropriate ty
pographical devices the omissions and 
insertions which would be made by the 
bill or joint resolution if enacted in the 
form recommended by the committee." 

The point I ~m making is that the 
Senate Rules recognize that appropria
tions bills which come before the Sen
ate may contain unauthorized items 
and may c.ontain provisions which have 
the effect of repealing or modifying ex
isting statutes. The committee reports 
accompanying these appropriations 
bills are required to set out such provi
sion for Senators to see. All Senators 
had available to them, prior to Senate 
consideration, the committee reports 
on every fiscal year 1992 appropriation 
bill and had an opportunity to offer 
amendments to strike the items con
tained in S. 2265 during Senate debate 
on each bill. 

An amendment was offered, for exam
ple, on the fiscal year 1992 Transpor
tation appropriation bill by Senator 
SMITH, the distinguished Senator from 
New Hampshire, to strike the highway 
studies and demonstrations contained 
in the committee-reported bill and 
then redistribute the funds to the 
States by formula. His amendment was 
tabled by a vote of 84 yeas to 14 nays. 

The proponents of S. 2265 could say
yes, we do have a chance to offer 
amendments during Senate debate on 
the Senate bill as reported by the Ap
propriations Committee, but when the 
bill comes out of conference, it often 
contains items which were not in the 
Senate-reported bill but were added in 
conference. To that argument, my re
sponse is that this is always the case 
on any legislation-not just appropria
tion bills. In conferences, the House in
sists on its positions and those issues 
in conference are worked out. Com
promises are reached, and the House 
position prevails on some issues and 
the Senate position prevails on others. 
But, unlike conference agreements on 
most authorization bills, appropriation 
conference agreements almost always 
include amendments in disagreement 
which are taken up separately by the 
Senate and which, therefore, offer Sen-
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ators an opportunity to offer amend
ments. Such amendments can be craft
ed to reach any item in the conference 

·agreement. 
Of the rescissions proposed in S . 2265, 

all except the DOD conference agree
ment were reported to the Senate with 
amendments in disagreement. There
fore, any Senator could have amended 
the conference agreements on Agri
culture, Commerce/Justice/State, En
ergy and Water, Interior, Transpor
tation, Treasury/Postal Service, and 
VAIHUD. 

Contrary to the statements made by 
the distinguished Senator from Colo
rado [Mr. BROWN], the budget process 
was followed for the items contained in 
S. 2265. Senate Rules XVI and XXVI re
garding lack of . authorization or 
changes to authorizations were fol
lowed. Senators had available to them 
all of these projects and programs prior 
to Senate consideration of each of 
these appropriation bills and amend
ments could have been offered to all of 
these conference agreements, except 
defense, to strike any or all of these 
items. 

Let us now look more closely at each 
of the titles of S. 2265. 

Title !-Agriculture Appropriations. 
Pages 3 through 7 of S. 2265 list a large 
number of special research grants for 
which funds were provided in the con
ference agreement for fiscal year 1992. 
At the bottom of page 3, S. 2265 states 
that "the amounts listed in subsection 
(c) are set aside for special research 
grants provided by the Secretary of Ag
riculture under section 2(c) of the act 
of August 4, 1965 (7 U.S.C. 405i(c))." The 
top of page 4 of S. 2265 states that "the 
grants were (A) not authorized; (B) not 
awarded on a competitive basis and (C) 
not the subject of congressional com
mittee or subcommittee hearings." 

What I have just read is internally 
contradictory. The proposed legislation 
cites the authorizing statute in section 
101(a)(1) and then in section 101(a)(2)(A) 
states that the programs are not au
thorized. To the contrary, these re
search grants are authorized-by the 
provisions of 7 u.s.a. 450i(c), which 
reads as follows: 

(c) SPECIAL GRANTS.-(1) The Secretary of 
Agriculture is authorized to make grants, for 
periods not to exceed five years-

(A) to State agricultural experiment sta
tions, all colleges and universities, other re
search institutions and organizations, Fed
eral agencies, private organizations or cor
porations, and individuals for the purpose of 
conducting research to facilitate or expand 
promising breakthroughs in areas of the food 
and agricultural sciences of importance to 
the United States; and 

(B) to State agricultural experiment sta
tions, land-grant colleges and universities, 
research foundations established by land
grant colleges and universities, colleges and 
universities receiving funds under the Act of 
October 10, 1962 (16 U.S.C. 582a et seq.) and 
accredited schools or colleges of veterinary 
medicine for the purpose of facilitating or 
expanding ongoing State-Federal food and 
agricultural research programs that-

(i) promote excellence in research on a re
gional and national level; 

(ii) promote the development of regional 
research centers; 

(iii) promote the research partnership be
tween the Department of Agriculture, col
leges and universities, research foundations , 
and State agricultural experiment stations 
for regional research grants; and 

(iv) facilitate coordination and cooperation 
of research among States through regional 
research grants. 

Furthermore, there is no require
ment in the authorization statute that 
these special research grants be award
ed on a competitive basis. Section 
450i(b) authorizes competitive grants 
but subsection (c), which authorizes 
special grants contains no such re
quirement. 

Finally, the amendment which appro
priated the funds for all of these spe
cial research grants came out of con
ference as an amendment in disagree
ment. It was there for all to see; it was 
available for any Senator to move to 
strike any or all of these projects. 
Where was the Senator from Colorado 
when the Agriculture conference agree
ment was taken up and passed by the 
Senate? Why didn't he move to strike 
these projects at that time? 

Title 11-Commerce/Justice Appro
priation-Subtitle A. This subtitle con
tains rescissions of two items under 
the heading "State and Local Law En
forcement Assistance Grants." One 
item is a $500,000 one-time grant to the 
National College of District Attorneys 
which will allow them to move into a 
permanent facility with the latest 
technology. 

The other item in subtitle A of title 
II is a $700,000 rescission of an appro
priation for a grant to SEARCH Group, 
Inc. for continued support to State and 
local criminal justice agencies to im
prove their use of computers and infor
mation technology. 

The first item, namely the $500,000 
appropriation for the National College 
of District Attorneys, came out of con
ference as an amendment in disagree
ment. Therefore, any Senator could 
have moved to strike this appropria
tion. The SEARCH grant was contained 
in the Senate committee-reported bill 
and was subject to amendment. 

Subtitle B-Department of Com
merce Appropriations. Pages 9 to 19 of 
S. 2265 contain a list of rescissions for 
various projects for which appropria
tions were provided to NOAA, to the 
National Ocean Service, the National 
Marine Fisheries Service, for oceanic 
and atmospheric research, and so forth. 
Without going over each item in this 
list, it should be noted that all items 
were reported out of conference as 
amendments in disagreement and, 
therefore, were subject to further 
amendment during Senate consider
ation of the conference agreement. 

It is interesting to note that the dis
tinguished Senator from Colorado [Mr. 
BROWN] did not include in his list of 

NOAA rescissions the $600,000 
unbudgeted earmark which is set forth 
on page 43 of the Statement of Man
agers for the support of the NOAA 
"PROFS" weather research and devel
opment laboratory in Boulder, CO. 

Similarly, the conference agreement 
contained a $3.4 million add on for the 
NOAA wind profiler radar network. 
This program is managed in Boulder, 
CO. That item is also listed on page 43 
of the Statement of Managers. 

Both of these unbudgeted increases 
which go to Colorado are set forth in 
the Statement of Managers on the 
same page as are the items that S. 2265 
would rescind. Yet, these two items 
which benefit Colorado are not listed 
for rescission. 

Subtitle C of title II of S. 2265 lists a 
number of rescissions of SBA grants, 
five of which first appeared in the Sen
ate committee-reported bill. The oth
ers were included in conference at the 
insistence of House conferees. All of 
these items came out of conference as 
an amendment in disagreement and, 
therefore, were subject to amendment 
by any Senator. 

Title III-Department of Defense Ap
propriations. Title III of S. 2265 con
tains rescissions of items which were 
funded in the fiscal year 1992 Depart
ment of Defense Appropriation Act. 
Since the DOD conference agreement 
included no amendments in disagree
ment, Senators had no opportunity to 
strike these items. The Senate did, 
however, debate at some length these 
same items during the debate on the 
adoption of the conference report, 
which ultimately passed by a vote of 66 
to 29. So the Senate, in fact, worked its 
will on the Department of Defense con
ference report after having fully de
bated the issues. 

Title IV-Energy and Water Develop
ment Appropriations. Title IV of S. 
2265 lists a number of rescissions of ap
propriations funded by the fiscal year 
1992 Energy and Water Development 
Appropriation Act. A number of these 
projects were, in fact, authorized and 
all of them came out of conference in a 
form that allowed any Senator to offer 
an amendment to strike them. 

Title V-Interior and Related Agen
cies Appropriations. Title V of S. 2265 
lists rescissions of projects and activi
ties funded in the fiscal year 1992 Inte
rior and Related Agencies Appropria
tion Act. 

Section 501(a) reads as follows: 
FINDINGS.--Congress finds that-
(1) the amounts listed in subsection (c) are 

set aside for projects for operation of, and 
construction in, the National Park system; 
and 

(2) the projects were
(A) not authorized; 
(B) not awarded on a competitive basis; 
(C) not the subject of congressional com

mittee or subcommittee authorization hear
ings;* * *. 

Contrary to the language just read, 
the projects identified in section 
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501(c)(1) as items (A) through (K) are 
for technical and cooperative assist
ance to various organizations through
out the country. The National Park 
Service is generally authorized to pro
vide technical assistance to non-Fed
eral entities for the purposes of en
hancing historic preservation, recre
ation, tourism, and other matters. Con
sequently these specific studies are not 
required to be authorized. Much of this 
work is done cooperatively by the Park 
Service in conjunction with local spon
sors. 

In addition, items A, E, M, N, 0, Q, R, 
S, T, U, V, and Ware all either on the 
National Register or are included in a 
historic district. That being the case, 
they are authorized by the Historic 
Sites, Buildings, and Antiquities Act of 
1935. Section 2(f) of that act authorizes 
the Secretary of the Interior to "* * * 
restore, rehabilitate, preserve, and 
maintain historic or prehistoric sites, 
buildings, objects, and properties of na
tional historical or archaeological sig
nificance," and where deemed desir
able, establish and maintain museums 
in connection therewith. 

With respect to the Fish and Wildlife 
Service projects identified in section 
502, similar critic isms as used against 
the section 501 projects are levied. 
Namely, that the projects were not au
thorized, awarded on a competitive 
basis, the subject of hearings, or were 
first added in conference. The author
ization for the FWS is rather broad, 
and construction of facilities, which is 
what all four projects in section 502 in
volve, is authorized "* * * for facilities 
required in the conservation, manage
ment, investigation, protection and 
utilization of sport fishery and wildlife 
resources * * *." The National Wet
lands Center funds are to equip a newly 
constructed replacement FWS build
ing-funded in prior appropriation 
acts--and conduct the move into the 
building. 

Section 503 proposes to rescind fund
ing earmarked for three different pro
grams--one in Vermont for $100,000, 
one in Idaho for $90,000, and one in 
West Virginia for $150,000. All three 
earmarks are associated with the For
est Service's fulfillment of its statu
tory responsibilities under the Na
tional Forest Management Act, the 
Multiple Use Act, and the National En
vironmental Policy Act. Specific au
thorization is not needed on a study
by-study, or program-by-program 
basis. 

The fiscal year 1992 Interior con
ference came to the Senate with 97 
amendments in disagreement, any 1 of 
which could have been amended by any 
Senator to strike items or to modify 
the conference agreement. 

Title VI-Transportation Appropria
tions. Title VI of S. 2265 contains re
scissions of funds provided in the fiscal 
year 1992 Transportation Act. It should 
be pointed out that all of the Senate 

highway projects which S. 2265 would 
rescind were included in the Senate 
committee-reported bill and report, 
and, therefore, were subject to floor 
amendments to strike them. In fact, as 
I stated earlier, Senator SMITH of New 
Hampshire offered an amendment to 
strike the funding for all highway dem
onstrations and studies and redistrib
ute those funds to the States by for
mula. His amendment was tabled by a 
vote of 84 yeas to 14 nays. 

Title VII-Treasury/Postal Service 
Appropriations. Title VII of S. 2265 con
tains rescissions of funds provided by 
the fiscal year 1992 Treasury/Postal 
Service Appropriation Act. All of these 
items identified in title VII came back 
outside the conference report as one 
entire amendment in disagreement on 
GSA building projects and could have 
been further amended by any Member 
on the Senate floor. In addition, 
amendment No. 81, which also came 
back in disagreement, subject to 
amendment, contained legislative lan
guage exempting all of these projects 
from the prospectus approval process 
which is currently done by the author
izing committees. Therefore, an argu
ment could be made that the bill fund
ed and authorized these projects at the 
same time and that any Senator could 
have amended these provisions when 
the conference report was considered 
by the Senate. 

Title VIII-VAIHUD and Independent 
Agencies Appropriations. Title VIII of 
S. 2265 proposes rescissions of items 
funded by the fiscal year 1992 V A/HUD 
and Independent Agencies Appropria
tion Act. Of these items, 127 are rescis
sions of appropriations for assisted 
housing. All of these i terns were set 
forth in the Statement of Managers 
and were incorporated by reference 
into the fiscal year 1992 V A/HUD Ap
propriations Act-Public Law 102-139. 
This was done by amendment No. 35, 
which was reported out of conference 
as an amendment in disagreement. 
This made it possible for the distin
guished Senator from Colorado or for 
any other Senator to propose the elimi
nation of these projects. 

In closing, Madam President, I urge 
the Senator from Colorado [Mr. BROWN] 
to use a little more care in his prepara
tion of rescission bills such as this one. 
To state that these programs and 
projects were not authorized is for the 
most part not accurate; to state that 
the budget process was not followed is 
not accurate; and as I have pointed 
out, the Senator from Colorado had 
ample opportunity to offer amend
ments to all of these conference agree
ments-except defense-to strike these 
items. I, therefore, urge my colleagues 
to see this -Vleasure for what it is-an
other opportunity for its proponents to 
demagog and to indulge in more self
flagellation. It is not a serious proposal 
and it deserves to be defeated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator from West Virginia has 
expired. 

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, this 
Senator is ready to vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
on the amendment has expired. 

Mr. SMITH. Madam President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the amend
ment. The clerk will call the roll. 

Mr. FORD. I announce that the Sen
ator from California [Mr. CRANSTON] is 
necessarily absent. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the 
Senator from Delaware [Mr. RoTH] is 
necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber 
who desire to vote? 

The result was announced, yeas 43, 
nays 55, as follows: 

Bingaman 
Bond 
Brown 
Bryan 
Bumpers 
Burns 
Coats 
Craig 
Danforth 
Dole 
Domenici 

[Rollcall Vote No. 84 Leg.] 
YEAS--43 

Gramm Nickles 
Hatch Nunn 
Heflin Pressler 
Helms Reid 
Jeffords Rudman 
Kassebaum Seymour 
Kasten Simpson 
Kohl Smith 
Lott Specter 
Lugar Symms 
Mack Thurmond 

Duren berger McCain Wallop 
Garn McConnell Warner 
Glenn Metzenbaum 
Gorton Murkowski 

NAY&-55 
Adams Exon Mitchell 
Akaka Ford Moynihan 
Baucus Fowler Packwood 
Bentsen Gore Pell 
Bid en Graham Pryor 
Boren Grassley Riegle 
Bradley Harkin Robb 
Breaux Hatfield Rockefeller 
Burdick Hollings Sanford 
Byrd Inouye Sarbanes 
Chafee Johnston Sasser 
Cochran Kennedy Shelby 
Cohen Kerrey Simon 
Conrad Kerry Stevens 
D'Amato Lauten berg Wellstone 
Daschle Leahy Wirth 
DeConcini Levin Wofford 
Dixon Lieberman 
Dodd Mikulski 

NOT VOTING-2 
Cranston Roth 

So the amendment (No. 1793) was re
jected. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment was rejected. 

Mr. INOUYE. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. MITCHELL addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The dis

tinguished majority leader. 
ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

Mr. MITCHELL. I ask unanimous 
consent that upon disposition of S. 
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2403, the rescission bill, that the Sen
ate then proceed to the consideration 
of Calendar No. 380, S. 652, the Tele
phone Privacy Act. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, I am 
prepared to yield back my time, not on 
the bill. I ask unanimous consent that 
the Senate may now proceed to the 
vote on the substitute in the second de
gree, and on the substitute in the first 
degree, and I hope that Senators will 
allow us to do this by voice vote. This 
will leave before the Senate the com
mittee substitute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request? Without ob
jection, it is so ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment numbered 1790. 

The amendment (No. 1790) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. MITCHELL. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment numbered 1789, as amended. 

The amendment (No. 1789) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. BYRD. Madam President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. MITCHELL. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 
Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, it 

is my understanding that no other Sen
ators wish to offer any amendments on 
either side. That being the case, I ask 
unanimous consent that no other 
amendments be in order, and this will 
leave only the committee substitute, 
and the bill as amended by the commit
tee substitute, if it is so amended. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 
Mr. MITCHELL. Madam President, I 

ask unanimous consent that the Sen
ate resume consideration of S. 2403 at 
11:30 a.m. tomorrow; that there then be 
2 hours of debate remaining on the bill 
at that time; and that the Senate vote 
on the committee substitute, as 
amended, at 1:30 p.m. tomorrow. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The text of the agreement is as fol
lows: 

Ordered, That on Wednesday, May 6, 1992, 
at 11:30 a.m., the Senate resume consider
ation of S. 2403, a bill to rescind certain 
budget authority proposed to be rescinded in 
special messages transmitted to the Con-

gress by the President on March 20, 1992, and 
that there be 2 hours remaining on the bill 
at that time, to be equally divided and con
trolled by the Senator from West Virginia 
[Mr. BYRD] and the Senator from Oregon 
[Mr. HATFIELD]. 

Ordered further, That at 1:30 p.m. on 
Wednesday, May 6, 1992, the Senate proceed 
to vote on the committee substitute, as 
amended. 

Ordered, That upon the receipt from the 
House of H.R. 4990, rescinding certain budget 
authority, all after the enacting clause of 
that bill be stricken and that the text of S. 
2403, as amended, be inserted in lieu thereof; 
that H.R. 4990 be deemed to be read a third 
time and passed; that the motion to recon
sider the vote be tabled; and that the title be 
amended with the amendment reported to 
the title of s. 2403. 

Ordered further, That the Senate insist on 
its amendments and request a conference 
with the House; that the Chair be authorized 
to appoint conferees on the part of the Sen
ate; that S. 2403 be indefinitely postponed; 
that pending receipt of H.R. 4990, S. 2403 be 
returned to the Calendar; and that the above 
actions take place without intervening ac
tion or debate. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
WELLSTONE). The clerk will call the 
roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to 
call the roll. 

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, I thank 
the distinguished majority leader and 
the distinguished Republican leader. 

Am I correct in that the time on the 
committee substitute is controlled by 
the Senator from Oregon [Mr. HAT
FIELD] and myself? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is correct. 

Mr. BYRD. I thank the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma

jority leader is recognized. 

MORNING BUSINESS 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that there now be a 
period for morning business, with Sen
ators permitted to speak therein. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Kentucky is recog
nized. 

Mr. FORD. I thank the Chair. 
(The remarks of Mr. FORD pertaining 

to the introduction of S. 2656 are lo
cated in today's RECORD under "State
ments on Introduced Bills and Joint 
Resolutions.") 

OFFICE OF THRIFT SUPERVISION 
NEW RULE ON INTERSTATE 
BRANCHING FOR FEDERAL SAV
INGS ASSOCIATIONS 
Mr. FORD. Mr. President, on Friday, 

the Conference of State Bank Super-

visors and the Independent Bankers As
sociation of America filed a lawsuit 
against the Office of Thrift Supervision 
challenging its new regulation to allow 
interested branching by Federal sav
ings and loan institutions. A press con
ference was held yesterday to announce 
this action and to discuss the merits of 
the new regulation generally. 

In my view, the OTS is out of line. 
They have initiated a major policy 
change by regulation, only after it be
came clear that it could not be ob
tained through legislation. The regula
tion ignores the interests of many 
small, well run thrifts across this coun
try. It demonstrates a complete dis
regard by the OTS for the impact of its 
actions on other segments of the finan
cial services industry. And even worse, 
it specifically preempts States' rights 
without any justification. I do not be
lieve we have heard the last of this 
issue. I ask unanimous consent that a 
statement I circulated at yesterday's 
press conference be inserted in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
STATEMENT OF SENATOR WENDELL FORD ON 

THE OTS INTERSTATE BRANCHING RULES, 
MAY 4, 1992 
The abuse of power exercised by the Office 

of Thrift Supervision in promulgating its re
cent interstate branching rule provides a 
good example of what is wrong with our reg
ulatory process today. At the same time this 
Administration is extending its moratorium 
on new regulations, it is moving ahead with 
major policy changes for which little ration
ale or explanation is provided. It is inevi
table that any agency regulation that is this 
far out-of-bounds and so unsupported by any 
evidence or facts will be met with legisla
tive, legal, and other forms of opposition. 

The timing of this rule was political. It has 
been obvious from the day the proposed rule 
was first published-in the middle of the 
holidays, with only a 30 day comment pe
riod-that the OTS anticipated the reaction 
it would receive. It is also obvious that OTS 
knew if it had proposed the rule during the 
consideration of comprehensive banking leg
islation last year, its efforts certainly would 
have failed. As the author of the interstate 
banking and branching amendment which 
passed the Senate during that debate, if this 
OTS rule had been proposed at that time, I 
would have made sure that it was nullified as 
part of my amendment. The debate at that 
time was over what type of burden should be 
placed upon states in exercising their rights 
to regulate interstate branching. It con
cerned whether states should have to "opt 
out" or "opt in" to interstate branching. 

However, the OTS rule goes way beyond 
any of the parameters of the Congressional 
debate. It tramples over states' rights en
tirely, specifically stating that all state law 
is preempted. This power grab by the OTS 
radically shifts the status quo. 

You do not have to be an opponent of inter
state branching to oppose this rule. I am not 
such an opponent. In fact, branching was 
permissible under the previous regulations, 
which I supported, so long as it respected 
state law. However, I also believe that the 
evidence about the pros and cons of this ac
tivity is still unclear. I have seen recent 
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studies which raise significant doubts about 
the benefits of interstate branching. They 
suggest that it may drain capital and re
sources from local communities, and that 
the largest financial institutions are not 
necessarily the most profitable. Branching 
must be analyzed closely for its impact on 
our insurance funds. 

OTS has failed miserably to provide any 
evidence to counter these concerns. In ex
plaining its rule, OTS simply makes mention 
of its theory that geographic diversity is 
beneficial, and makes a vague reference to 
unnamed "studies. " OTS provides no facts or 
evidence from any study in support of its 
rule. 

I believe states must be allowed to con
tinue to operate as laboratories in experi
menting with interstate branching. Each 
state must be allowed to assess risks and 
benefits for itself. It is primarily for this rea
son that I strongly oppose the OTS rule. It is 
a misguided proposal. Its timing was politi
cal. And its rationale is lacking. 

Any federal savings association wishing to 
take advantage of the OTS rule surely knows 
it is taking a big risk. There will continue to 
be enormous costs and risks associated with 
any application to the OTS to branch with
out regard to existing state laws. 

Mr. FORD. I thank the Chair and 
yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Massachusetts is recognized. 

LOS ANGELES AND BEYOND 
Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, history 

teaches us that great event&-even 
world war&-grow out of small inci
dents. The beating of Rodney King, one 
lonely spring night a year ago, has set 
in motion a process of national reex
amination that could, and I emphasize 
could, provide some important and 
long-overdue lessons for our country. 

The fact that Rodney King could be 
beaten so brutally; that those who beat 
him could laugh about it afterward; 
and that a jury could end up basically 
blaming the victim provides a breath
taking demonstration of racism's con
tinued hold on America today. 

Unrebutted, the message in that 
beating and that verdict would doom 
social progress in this country. To un
derstand that, all a white American 
has to do is to imagine the events with 
racial roles reversed. I would suspect 
that no one could suggest to anybody 
that if a black police group beat a 
white person and then laughed about 
it, and then they were found innocent 
by an all-black jury, that you would 
not see a tidal wave of resentment ex
pressed, and perhaps it would be mani
fested differently, but it would have 
certainly matched in intensity what we 
witnessed in Los Angeles this past 
week. 

It is said that understanding is the 
beginning of wisdom. And I think the 
fact that what happened to Rodney 
King could happen in America is no 
surprise to black Americans; and it is 
no surprise to those who understand 
the grim realities of our cities today. 
But for the increasing numbers of our 

citizens who have chosen or who have worst kind of political opportunism 
felt literally forced, out of concern for and reversal. It is a craven kind of 
family, to seek protection from the · statement. 
risks of city life-it is an important re- The fact is that . we were making 
minder that complaints about racial enormous progress. During the period 
discrimination reflect not the concerns of time when we had a commitment to 
of a so-called special interest, but rath- the cities, between the start of the 
er, they reflect something that remains Kennedy administration and 1973, we 
real and ugly and brutal about our cut the poverty rate in this country in 
country today. half. Then we stopped. And the very 

The second lesson of this past week people who never supported any of 
concerns our cities. The retreat from those programs and always wanted 
responsibility must end. Murder and them dismantled are now trying to 
mayhem are not acts of political pro- shift the blame, suggesting that the 
test, certainly; they are acts of des- programs they hated are responsible 
peration, opportunism, and simple for the negligence and the results of 
greed. But just as no police officer with the negligence that came out of the 
pride in self or profession would have cutting of those very programs in the 
done what those L.A. police did to Rod- first place. That is a catch-22. It is an 
ney King, so no citizen with a real Orwellian notion of the worst order and 
stake in his or her community would it is contrary to all the facts. 
have participated in the riots and To suggest moreover, as I suspect the 
looting in Los Angeles that followed President means to do, that welfare is 
the verdict. For the past quarter cen- primarily responsible for the crisis in 
tury, we have seen developing in the our cities is to trivialize something 
heart of our cities a lethal spider web that is profoundly important and to po
of poverty, drugs, crime, dependence, liticize something in a very dangerous 
and despair. way, given what happened in the past 

Last week we learned, as we should days of Los Angeles. 
have long before last week, that if we We saw Willie Horton in the past. We 
do not begin soon to disentangle this may now see what I think PAT MaY
web, then the day will come when it NIHAN has referred to as Willie Welfare 
ensnares us all. suddenly emerging as the political 

I think we have to understand today issue or demon of the 1990's, and there
that this is not a question of a few peo- suit of that will be to further inflame 
pie in the city. It is not a question sim- and engulf our cities rather than to 
ply of minorities, people of color. It is lead them out of this morass. 
a question that affects us all. Mr. President, we have been playing 

If you look at the projected Amer- the blame game in America long 
ican work force in the year 2000, it is enough. We have seen too many of our 
very clear that the future of our pro- fellow citizens die, we have seen too 
ductivity and competitiveness will de- many children suffer; we have seen the 
pend on women, on immigrants, and on guts ripped out of too many of our 
minorities far more than in the past. neighborhoods to keep up th~ simplis
And unless we recognize the need to tic charade that all of our problems are 
bring those people into the mainstream the result either of Government spend
of America, we will be diminishing the ing on the one hand or of Government 
opportunity to upgrade the well-being negligence on the other. 
of the rest of the people of this coun- The people I know who have truly 
try. studied the cities and who truly care 

Now, from comments made yester- about them understand that if any
day, it appears that President Bush has thing is clear it is that the growth of 
decided that the blame for America's urban despair has not one but many 
urban problems today rests primarily roots: Racism; the loss of industrial 
with Lyndon Johnson. I truly hope jobs; a declining sense of personal re
that we are not going to go down that sponsibility; the broadening availabil
road. To suggest that programs like ity and affordability of drugs; a weak
Head Start or the Job Corps that were ening of spiritual and family values; 
created to deal with urban problems the upside-down budget priorities of 
and were slashed by this President's the past dozen year&-all have played a 
predecessor are somehow responsible part, all have built one upon the other, 
for today's problems is absolute non- and they have left us where we are 
sense. today- sliding downward with one last 

Mr. President, all you have to do is chance to climb back out before we 
look at the statistics of what has hap- tumble into the abyss. 
pened in the late 1960's and 1970's. Now, The question we face today, Mr. 
I am not one who stands up to defend President, is which direction will we 
all of what happened in those years. If choose to go in the future not which di
we do not have the courage to admit rection we will choose to point in 
that there were excesses in that era, in blame for past mistakes. 
and outside of Government, then we In making that future choice we 
have a problem, too. But to suggest should remember first how badly the 
that the very programs that endeav- riots of the 1960's divided us, some say
ored to help people somehow are re- ing that it proved the need for law and 
sponsible for the neglect of today is the order and others that it proved the 
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need for social justice. Well I think we 
ought to acknowledge today that law 
and order without social justice is not 
worthy of America and that social jus
tice without law and order is not pos
sible in America. We need both and we 
must have both. 

We must also understand that the 
problems of our cities are all of our re
sponsibility-not just the police, not 
just the mayors, not just the leaders of 
the minority communities. These are 
not problems or responsibilities that 
can be escaped by suburban fences or 
locks or metal detectors or private 
schools. 

We must care--truly care--about 
children other than our own. We must 
rise above the racial chauvinists on all 
sides and understand that what hap
pens in the inner city is not of concern 
to a single race or groul}-it is the ur
gent business of us all. We must reach 
out to the heroes who have never 
stopped struggling within the cities to 
provide hope and meaning and oppor
tunity. We must reach out to the he
roes without whom the events of the 
past week around the country could 
have been and would have been an 
awful lot worse. 

There is much about our urban crisis 
and much about the crisis of values in 
our society that Government alone 
cannot cure. Life has never been as 
simple as that. But, Mr. President, 
that is not a sufficient rationale for 
Government paralysis. 

The instant partial rehabilitation of 
the Secretary for Housing and Urban 
Development, Jack Kemp, is a sign 
that even the administration has come 
to understand this. For a dozen years, 
we have had little urban policy other 
than neglect; little jobs policy other 
than laissez-faire; little crime policy 
other than politics; little education 
policy other than empty symbols; and 
little social policy other than further 
separating the wealthy few from the 
struggling many. 

This is the year and this is the time 
when we have to choose. We have to 
move forward from here. We have to 
learn the right lessons from the trage
dies that we have witnessed. We are too 
proud a Nation to continue turning to 
the world a face that reveals the bludg
eoned features of Rodney King or the 
fears of Korean shop owners peering 
from behind shotguns or the terrible 
bruises of a truck driver simply caught 
in the wrong place at the wrong time. 
We have to begin, not after the next 
election, but now, Mr. President, tore
build the social fabric of this Nation; 
and to restore meaning to the promise 
of equal opportunity; to provide hope 
in the inner city; and to see that good 
jobs are available for those who have 
the desire and the discipline to fill 
them; and to bring back to America its 
sense of common purpose and shared 
pride. 

I have no doubt that can be done. But 
after the past week, I pray more ur-

gently than ever that we are going to 
work to get it done and that this body 
will recognize its own responsibility to 
contribute to that goal. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Washington is recognized. 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. President, I thank 
my colleague from Massachusetts for a 
most eloquent statement. My purpose, 
really, is to fill in a sense of the his
tory that occurred from 1964 to this 
date. A number of us were there at that 
time and remember. We think it is ab
solutely outrageous to blame the pov
erty programs of the 1960's for what 
happened in Los Angeles. 

I was a U.S. attorney under Bob Ken
nedy from 1962 through 1964, a time 
when we worked to see that black stu
dents had an opportunity to go to col
lege, and when teams were sent into 
the South to make sure people could 
vote. There was action. There was 
hope. Our Nation was far behind where 
we are now. We have moved many 
miles from there, but we have many 
miles to go. 

I was also Secretary of Transpor
tation under President Carter before 
the Reagan administration sent this 
country into the darkness of no help 
for those who have little. During those 
early years we were trying programs in 
Watts, for example, where, instead of 
demolishing the houses that were being 
removed from the Century Freeway, we 
took those houses off the Century 
Freeway and put them on empty lots in 
Watts. People then had an opportunity 
to have houses. 

No, all these programs did not work. 
But too many of us who were in Con
gress from 1965 through 1975 remember 
watching children with no teeth get off 
the bus from neighborhoods in the mid
dle of our cities. These children had 
never had a toothbrush. The Bush ad
ministration obviously had no idea 
what Head Start or health programs 
meant to these children. They had no 
idea of why it was that we passed the 
poverty programs. 

We made a lot of progress when a lot 
of these programs were cut off because 
of Vietnam war efforts, and then later 
when darkness fell with the beginning 
of the Reagan-Bush administrations 
which did not and do not believe in 
these programs. Maybe some mistakes 
were made in those poverty programs, 
but our attempt was to combine social 
justice with social responsibility and 
to prevent violence. 

Rodney King said it very well. I 
hoped the President of the United 
States would start his speech by say
ing, "We are all in this together. We 
are all in this together, and we must 
help one another." 

But it was the man who was beaten 
saying this. You do not start from law 
and order. Law and order is the result 
you have to apply when your program, 
your abilities to provide social justice 
and strengthen neighbors have failed. 

It is the end result. And it is failing 
throughout this whole country. I speak 
now from living in these dark days, 
being in the U.S. Senate and chairman 
of the D.C. Appropriations Subcommit
tee. Of the time when we put money to 
fight drugs into the District of Colum
bia, and into the areas suggested by 
the administration. We appropriated 
money for 1,000 new policemen, for new 
prosecutors in the prosecutor's office, 
and a new jail. A new set of appellate 
judges were available. We made avail
able the tools of law and order. And 
sadly that may be necessary-after you 
already have lost the war by giving as
sault weapons to children, weapons to 
children on these streets; by cutting 
funds for drug treatment programs; by 
removing research which allowed you 
to determine whether or not you were 
getting any results from these pro
grams. 

There has been a great shift in this 
country from what happened in the 
1960's to now. The 1960's did not create 
what happened with Rodney King nor 
the violence in Los Angeles. These 
tragedies were created by an innate 
sense of social justice going awry. 

Whoever changed the venue of that 
jury, changed it so that the jury of 
peers was a jury of people who had 
never seen an inner city or had any 
idea of what an inner city was like. To 
a suburban jury it was like moving 
from one world to another. The change 
of venue was an insensitivity of incred
ible proportions. 

Those of us who have lived through 
this are outraged. We are outraged by 
people blaming those of us who tried in 
the 1960's and the 1970's to create a pov
erty program that gave people hope to 
have a home; hope to get a job; an op
portunity for treatment programs to 
work; and mothers with enough so 
their children could be fed and their 
babies would not die. 

The administration cut all of those 
programs, starting in the 1980's. But, 
those of us who lived through that pe
riod and have now lived through this 
more recent dark period, are willing to 
reach out. There may be new ideas. All 
of ours did not work, but did cut pov
erty in half. And now poverty has come 
back again full force under neglect. 

If there is a new way and there is a 
better way, certainly this Senator, who 
was a Congressman and was a Cabinet 
official is willing to reach the hand out 
to do it. 

Many successful things have hap
pened as a result of the social reforms 
of the sixties and seventies. Remember, 
out of that we have helped create a 
magnificent middle class of black, His
panic, Latino--all types of people in 
this multicultural country. Not 
enough-not enough-but a start; a 
movement that went around, but was 
stopped. 

We have to put that back together. 
The private sector is involved, but so is 
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the Government and so are the individ
ual citizens. This is a great-hearted 
and a good-hearted country. But we 
lived through social unrest once before, 
Mr. President-on 14th street in the 
District of Columbia-just what you 
saw in the riots that took place. And 
the poverty programs of the sixties and 
seventies were a direct response to 
those earlier hard times. 

And sadly, we have still not com
pleted those programs. We did not ever 
finish and follow through what we 
started. We are very good in this coun
try at doing certain things. But one of 
the things we do not seem to be very 
good at is taking care of our people 
who need real help. Too often, the peo
ple running the Government do not un
derstand what kinds of help are really 
needed and do not understand there is 
a difference between people who have 
struggled and have no hope and those 
who have struggled and have great 
hopes and great expectations. 

I really did not expect to make a 
speech on this subject at all, Mr. Presi
dent, because there is too much pain 
involved-memory of the assassina
tions that took place, the hurt, the 
programs that did not work, the small 
successes that we had. But I was sim
ply outraged, I was outraged that 
someone in a position in our Govern
ment could say that programs directed 
to helping people out of poverty had 
caused these recent incidences of vio
lence. That is simply a rewriting of his
tory. If we had finished and followed 
through with the programs we started 
rather than stopping them, maybe
just maybe-we could have prevented 
what happened. To a great extent we 
did lessen some of it. 

I just hope that we do not turn our 
backs on a great portion of our popu
lation. 

We are the first multicultural society 
to attempt to govern itself really in 
the history of the world. You can say 
the Romans had such a society, but 
theirs was based on slavery. Ours has 
been based on the consent of the ballot. 
All I ask is that those who govern 
today-those in all branches of govern
ment understand and reach out to oth
ers who may not have been as fortu
nate in the life that they have had to 
live. I yield the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Mississippi is recognized. 

A TRIBUTE TO FORMER SENATOR 
GEORGE L. MURPHY 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I 
think Senators noticed today an arti
cle in the Washington Post telling us 
the bad news that former U.S. Senator 
from California, George L. Murphy, had 
passed away this past Sunday. 

Senator Murphy was a person who 
really loved the U.S. Senate. He was 
elected to the Senate in 1964 on his 
first try to public office. He served 
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with great distinction · during his 6 
years in the Senate. In 1966, he was se
lected to be the chairman of the Na
tional Republican Senatorial Commit
tee, and in that year, he raised over $2 
million to help finance the campaigns 
for Republican Senators and chal
lengers, at that time quite a bit of 
money. 

He often wore the gold replica on his 
watch chain of the Oscar that he won 
in 1950 from the Motion Picture Acad
emy. The Academy Award was given to 
George Murphy for interpreting the 
movie industry correctly to the Amer
ican public. 

He was a person who was totally en
joyable to be with. He came by the 
Senate from time to time after he had 
left service in the Senate. We will all 
miss him. George Murphy was a won
derful man and was an inspiration to 
many. 

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi
dent, that a copy of the Washington 
Post article be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Washington Post, May 5, 1992] 
GEORGE L. MURPHY, 89, DIES; FORMER U.S. 

SENATOR, ACTOR 

(By Bart Barnes) 
George L. Murphy, 89, a former nightclub 

dancer and state and screen actor who served 
as a Republican senator from California from 
1965 to 1971, died of leukemia May 3 at his 
home in Palm Beach, Fla. 

Mr. Murphy's acting career included five 
Broadway plays and 55 motion pictures, but 
he retired from acting in 1952 to specialize in 
public relations for the motion picture in
dustry. In 1950 he received a special Academy 
Award for "interpreting the motion picture 
industry correctly to the public at large." 

In politics he was known as a skilled and 
tireless fund-raiser, and he served in 1966 as 
chairman of the Republican Senatorial Cam
paign Committee, raising $2.25 million for 
the party, a considerable sum for that pe
riod. He was chairman of entertainment for 
the 1953 and 1957 inaugurations of Dwight D. 
Eisenhower and served as program chairman 
for the 1956 and 1960 Republican national 
conventions. 

Attractive, well-tailored and gracious, Mr. 
Murphy fit the stereotypical image of a sen
ator. He appeared restrained and modest, and 
he spoke in a quiet voice, but he made his 
points forcefully. His formula for a political 
speech, he once said, was to scan the news
paper and make a few notes, then: "You 
point with pride and you view with alarm. 
You can say all sorts of things if you say 
them with a smile and you say them kind
ly." 

Mr. Murphy won his Senate seat in his 
first bid for elective office in November 1964, 
defeating Democrat Pierre Salinger, the 
former press secretary to President Kennedy. 
Salinger had been appointed to fill out the 
term of Sen. Clair Engle (D-Calif.), who died 
July 30, 1964. In the 1970 election, Mr. Mur
phy lost his seat to Democrat John Tunney. 

As a senator, Mr. Murphy served on the 
Labor and Public Welfare, Public Works and 
Armed Services committees. He argued for 
bigger defense budgets and worked on solu
tions to problems involving migrant farm 
labor for California's fruit and vegetable 

growers. He was author of a widely pub
licized and controversial amendment that 
would have given governors veto powers over 
activities of lawyers in the Office of Eco
nomic Opportunity's Legal Services Pro
gram. The amendment passed the Senate but 
never became law. 

Mr. Murphy was born in New Haven, Conn., 
and he attended Yale University. While in 
college he worked summers in a coal mine in 
Portage, Pa., and he joined the United Mine 
Workers union. Later he was a messen!fer on 
Wall Street, and in the early 1920s he formed 
a dancing partnership with Juliette Henkel. 
They performed in cabarets on the nightclub 
circuit and at debutante parties. They were 
married in 1926. She died about 20 years ago. 

In 1927 Mr. Murphy made his stage debut 
on Broadway in the musical comedy "Good 
News." Best known of his five plays was "Ro
berta," in which he starred with Bob Hope· 
and Fred MacMurray. His movies included 
"This is the Army," with Ronald Reagan and 
Irving Berlin; "Little Miss Broadway," with 
Shirley Temple; "For Me and My Gal," with 
Judy Garland and Gene Kelly; and "Little 
Nelly Kelly." 

Mr. Murphy was a founder and former 
president of the Screen Actors Guild, a vice 
president of Desilu Studios and later vice 
president of Technicolor Corp. 

After his 1970 defeat for reelection to the 
Senate, Mr. Murphy was a business and po
litical consultant in Washington. Taiwan 
was one of his clients. He also operated a 
speakers bureau for such well-known talent 
as Bob Hope and Gen. William C. Westmore
land, and he helped promote an organization 
called American Cause, a conservative-lean
ing answer to Common Cause. He moved to 
Florida about 10 years ago. 

Mr. Murphy was a longtime supporter of 
the Boy Scouts and a recipient of the organi
zation's highest adult award, the Silver Buf
falo. 

Survivors include his wife, the former 
Betty Blandi of Palm Beach, and two chil
dren from his first marriage, Dennis Murphy 
and Melissa Brown, both of California. 

A TRIBUTE TO GEORGE COSSAR, 
SR. 

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr. President, I 
would like to advise the Senate also of 
the unfortunate death in my State of 
Mississippi of George Payne Cossar, Sr. 
Mr. Cossar served for many years in 
the Mississippi House of Representa
tives. He was also president of the Na
tional Conference of State Legislative 
Leaders. He was widely recognized 
throughout the country as one of the 
preeminent legislators in the Nation. 
He was a very dear friend of mine. His 
sons, Bill Cossar, John Cossar, and 
George Cossar, Jr., all were classmates 
of mine at the University of Mississippi 
when I was there. 

I ask unanimous consent, Mr. Presi
dent, that copies of articles from the 
Jackson Clarion-Ledger and the Mem
phis Commercial Appeal describing his 
illustrious career be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
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[From the Clarion-Ledger, May 2, 1992) 

GEORGE COSSAR SR., FORMER LEGISLATOR 
(By Tracyl Brooke) 

CHARLESTON.-George Payne Cossar Sr;, 84, 
who served in the Mississippi House of Rep
resentatives for 32 years, died Friday of can
cer at Tallahatchie General Hospital 

Services are 3 p.m. today at First Meth
odist Church with burial in Charleston Cem
etery. Newsome Funeral Home is handling 
arrangements. 

A powerful member of the House from 1944-
1948 and 1952-1979, Mr. Cossar once said his 
greatest disappointment was in never being 
elected Speaker of the House. 

A Webb native, Mr. Cossar was chairman of 
the Rules Committee for 27 years. He also 
served for 28 years on the Highway and High
way Financing Committee. He once said he 
wanted to be remembered for building high
ways in Tallahatchie County and for sup
porting state universities and colleges. 

"I was 'Mr. Everything' with universities 
and colleges," Mr. Cossar once said. He 
fought for the state's institutions of higher 
learning in every session. 

Mr. Cossar was a graduate of the Univer
sity of Mississippi, the Ole Miss Law School 
and was a past president of the Ole Miss 
Alumni Association and the Alumni Associa
tion Hall of Fame. 

"He loved education and higher learning," 
said his son, Bill Cossar of Jackson. 

He also served 20 years on the State Build
ing Commission. 

In March 1979, Gov. Cliff Finch signed a bill 
renaming Yocoan Ridge State Park in Mr. 
Cossar's honor. 

"Daddy was a statesman, it was his whole 
life," his son said. 

"A politician thinks of the next election, 
but a statesman thinks of the next genera
tion," was Mr. Cassar's motto said his son. 

In 1970 he was elected president of the Na
tional Conference of Legislative Leaders. He 
served on the executive committee of the 
Southern Legislative Conference and the Na
tional Executive Committee of the Council 
of State Governments. 

Mr. Cossar suffered two setbacks in his ca
reer when Gov. Bill Waller fired him from 
the State Building Commission and did not 
reappoint him to the Southern Regional 
Education Board. 

"He always did what he thought was best 
for the state of Mississippi," his son said. 

Mr. Cossar attended Charleston High 
School and worked as a lawyer there after 
graduating from law school. 

Mr. Cossar served as president of the 
Charleston Rotary Club and as a district 
governor for Rotary International. He was 
also president of the State Bar Association. 

A Mason and a Shriner, he held member
ships in Sigma Nu fraternity, Omicron Delta 
Kappa honorary society and Phi Alpha Delta 
legal fraternity. He was a Cub Scout master 
for 20 years. 

He was a member of First Methodist 
Church for 50 years and served on its board, 
as a Sunday school teacher and a church 
trustee. "There's never a day that goes by 
when someone doesn't ask about my Daddy," 
his son said. 

Other survivors include: wife, Finney; sons, 
George P. Cossar Jr., of Charleston and John 
Cossar of Jackson; sister, Elizabeth Becker 
of Brookhaven; brother, Lee Cossar of Le
land; and nine grandchildren and two great
grandchildren. 

Memorials may be made to the First Unit
ed Methodist Church or the University of 
Mississippi. 

[From the Commercial Appeal, May 2, 1992) 
EX-LAWMAKER COSSAR DIES 

CHARLESTON, MS.-Former longtime state 
representative George Payne Cossar of 
Charleston died Thursday at Tallahatchie 
General Hospital in Charleston of Complica
tions with cancer. He was 84. 

Mr. Cossar, a farmer and lawyer, served 32 
years in the Mississippi House. He retired in 
1980. 

From 1960 to 1980, he was chairman of the 
powerful House Rules Committee, serving in 
that role under three speakers of the House. 
He was a past president of the Mississippi 
State Bar and past president of the National 
Conference of State Legislative Leaders. 

The Charleston native was a graduate of 
the University of Mississippi and the law 
school. 

Services will be at 3 p.m. today at First 
United Methodist Church with burial in 
Charleston Cemetery. Newsom Funeral 
Home has charge. 

Mr. Cossar, the husband of Elizabeth 
Finney Cossar, also leaves three sons, John 
Cossar and Bill Cossar, both of Jackson, and 
George Payne Cossar Jr. of Charleston; a sis
ter, Elizabeth Becker of Brookhaven; a 
brother, Lee Cossar of Leland, nine grand
children and two great-grandchildren. 

THE WEST RIVER REGIONAL MEDI
CAL CENTER IN HETTINGER, 
ND-A RURAL HOSPITAL SUC
CESS STORY 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I would 

like to draw the attention of the Sen
ate to an article in the April 13, 1992, 
edition of the American Medical News, 
entitled "Staying Afloat, How Two 
Rural Hospitals Are Succeeding in 
Tough Times." 

Rural Americans are confronting dif
ficulties and challenges beyond the 
problems others encounter in our coun
try's health care system. Rural Amer
ica is home to a disproportionately 
large segment of older citizens who re
quire greater care for their illnesses 
and disabilities. In addition, several 
million rural Americans face the in
creased occupational risks of farming. 
Yet, access to health care is becoming 
a greater obstacle due to a lack of 
health care professionals and the 
steady decline in the number of hos
pitals serving rural regions. Between 
1980 and 1990, 330 rural hospitals closed 
their doors. 

However, while other rural hospitals 
have closed, the West River Regional 
Medical Center in Hettinger, ND, has 
grown and turned a profit. West River 
has done this by emphasizing commu
nity-based health care services, main
taining flexibility in its operations and 
utilizing sound basic fiscal and organi
zational management practices. 

West River is a six-clinic satellite 
system operating in rural and frontier 
southwestern North Dakota, providing 
a full range of medical services. Devel
oped in the early 1960's, it serves ap
proximately 30,000 people in an 18,000-
square-mile area. West River has suc
cessfully changed with the times by ac
counting for area needs and being re-

sponsi ve to the population it serves, 
and because of the commitment of its 
health care professionals including 
physicians, physician's assistants, 
nurses, laboratory technicians, and 
administrators. 

The emphasis on overhead cost re
duction and efficiency in operations 
has yielded West River an average prof
it of 5 percent from operations over the 
past several years, providing capital 
for prudent investments in new tech
nology and expansions. West River is 
meeting the challenge of bringing tal
ented health care professionals to rural 
North Dakota through cooperation 
with the State's medical school and ac
tive physician recruiting supported by 
an outstanding foundation. 

With the structure, emphasis on com
munity, excellent personnel, and atten
tion to efficiency, West River Regional 
Medical Center can serve as a model 
rural health facility. 

I ask unanimous consent that the ar
ticle from the April 13, 1992, issue of 
the American Medical News, "Staying 
Afloat," be included in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
[From the American Medical News, Apr. 13, 

1992) 
STAYING AFLOAT-HOW TWO RURAL 

HOSPITALS ARE SUCCEEDING IN TOUGH TIMES 
(By Deborah S. Pinkney) 

It's been rough going of late for the na
tion's rural and small hospitals. 

One in seven rural hospitals operating a 
decade ago is now closed, says the American 
Hospital Assn. About 250 went out of busi
ness in the 1980s, two-thirds of them shutting 
their doors in the last four years of the dec
ade. 

That troubling trend is spilling into the 
1990s. While 1991 figures are not yet avail
able, 28 more rural hospitals closed during 
1990. 

But sweet success can be found even in 
tough times. Some rural and small hospitals 
are successfully wading the troubled waters. 
Some actually are thriving in them. 

Small and rural hospitals that do well look 
inward, determining what they do best and 
building on those strengths before trying to 
tackle external pressures, says Harold 
Brown, chairman of the National Rural 
Health Assn.'s hospital section. 

"Traditionally, rural people are conserv
ative. They are less responsive to change. 
They want things to stay as they are," 
Brown said. "But if you don't move, you stay 
in the same place. And if you stay in the 
same place, it's going to be your demise., 

He cited examples of winning strategies 
from a recent AHA report on rural hospitals, 
Environmental Assessment of Rural Hos
pitals, 1992: 

An Arkansas hospital transformed a $1.2 
million loss into a $1.1 million gain in only 
a year by focusing on internal staff prob
lems, such as turf battles, poor communica
tion and low morale. A Mississippi medical 
center became a regional referral center by 
establishing collaborative agreements with 
neighboring facilities. And a 48-bed Washing
ton state hospital bolstered its professional 
staff and tightened its relationship with the 
community's only physician group practice. 
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But a difficult future remains for most 

rural and small hospitals. Here's what 
they're up against: 

Dwindling population. The 1990 census 
showed less than one in four people living in 
a rural area, a record low. 

Shrinldng agricultural and manufacturing 
base. From 1980 to 1989, the number of U.S. 
farms dropped from 2.5 million to 2.2 million, 
and more than 500,000 low wage, labor-inten
sive manufacturing jobs left rural areas. 

A rising proportion of under- and unin
sured, and a higher concentration of elderly, 
unemployed and poor people than in cities 
and suburbs. Thirteen percent of rural resi
dents are elderly, compared with 11% of 
urban residents; and 16% live below the fed
eral poverty line, compared with 13%. 

A worsening shortage of physicians and al
lied professionals. In 1988, there were no pri
mary care physicians in 176 rural counties, 
no pediatricians in 1,488 and no obstetrician
gynecologists in 1,473. 

Falling inpatient utilization. From 1980 to 
1990, rural admissions dropped 37%. 

A widening technological gap and sky
rocketing liability insurance rates add to the 
pressure. Rural hospitals also are more reli
ant on Medicare admissions~O%, compared 
with 33% for urbans. 

A 1990 General Accounting Office study 
found that hospitals with under 50 beds were 
12 times as likely to close as hospitals with 
200 or more. 

EXPERTS SAY ADAPT OR PERISH 

But outside pressures are not totally to 
blame. Experts say rural hospitals exacer
bate many of their problems. 

"Very few of these institutions have grap
pled with the challenge of adapting to the 
changing environment in which they were 
trying to operate," said Roger A. Rosenblatt, 
MD, MPH, in a special issue of The Journal 
of Rural Health on rural hospitals. "And al
most none has developed an approach to 
long-range planning of any kind. 

Dr. Rosenblatt, vice chairman of the Dept. 
of Family Medicine at the University of 
Washington School of Medicine, says hos
pital boards, for example, have "ranged from 
uninvolved to misinformed to incompetent, 
and community input was often rare except 
when an individual used the facility or was 
called upon to vote on a levy." 

Confronted with possible closure, many 
hospitals have chosen to downsize, diversify, 
convert, consolidate, merge or form alliances 
with other institutions. Others have left 
acute care for other kinds of health services. 

"There are .places and situations where 
limiting acute-care services and adopting an 
alternative delivery model makes sense," 
says Robert T. Van Hook, executive director 
of the National Rural Health Assn. 

"There are [also] many strong, viable rural 
hospitals, and others that can become viable 
through a process of adaption and diver
sification." 

That's certainly true in the case of Upper 
Valley Medical Centers in Troy, Ohio, and 
West River Regional Medical Center in 
Hettinger, N.D. Their strategies show how 
some rural hospitals are pushing to reinvent 
themselves. 

CEO TARGETS CREATIVITY, RISK-TAKING 

Charles H. Bair has an MBA and a finance 
degree, and he has spent 25 years turning 
around troubled hospitals. Now, as president 
and CEO of Upper Valley Medical Centers, he 
says creativity and risk-taking are key to 
transforming a losing venture. 

Upper Valley has made $150 million in 
gross revenue from new services in the last 

five years, consistently exceeding its target. 
"Now, we're trying to develop $6 million in 
new business each year," Bair said. 

To do that has required big changes. The 
biggest was the consolidation six years ago 
of three acute-care hospitals, each with 
about 125 beds. 

The combined system, based about 30 miles 
outside Dayton, acquired four long-term
care facilities and developed 16 satellite fa
cilities. Total beds have gone from about 150 
to just under 1,000, including long-term, 
transitional and other. 

Upper Valley's strategy has been aggres
sive niche marketing-identifying unmet 
health needs and developing services to fill 
them and generate new income. New services 
have generated about one-third of the cen- · 
ter's revenue since the merger, says Anne B. 
Doll, vice president for marketing. 

Gross revenue has gone from under $52 mil
lion in 1985 to $142 million in 1991; net, from 
less than $3 million to 6.5 million. 

Upper Valley used consolidation, conver
sion and the kind of diversification usually 
identified with much larger hospitals to ex
pand and profit. 

Most of the new programs come from em
ployee ideas; the best are selected for fea
sibility studies. Some 2,000 ideas are gen
erated yearly, with 10 to 15 seen as "ster
ling." 

"We try not to have anyone surprised," 
Bair said. "We want the new programs to be 
understood, embraced and supported" by the 
various constituencies. 

But some among the medical staff have ex
pressed reservations about their CEO's bot
tom-line approach. 

"Clearly, there is a line you cross-when 
you are too concerned about the bottom 
line," said Mark Peters, MD, one of the cen
ter's three chiefs of staff. "And we may well 
get to that point. There is some concern that 
all programs be medically indicated, and not 
just a way to make money." 

Still, physicians credit Bair for turning 
Upper Valley around, he said. 

"Charlie sometimes gets criticized for 
being too bottom-line, business-directed. But 
at the same time, even his critics would 
admit that that's why this system has kept 
growing and why it's doing better than hos
pitals in the surrounding area." 

Bair's vision of providing "layers of care" 
was first applied in substance abuse. Payers 
were increasingly concerned about length of 
stay, so the center developed a 15-day pro
gram, later converting it to variable length. 

"We custom-built the program to the pa
tients, rather than taking a rigid approach," 
Bair said. 

The program was divided by gender, and 
later by age, when an adolescent program 
was created. Several outpatient centers also 
were placed closer to population centers to 
respond to payer desire for more accessible 
services. 

The final refinement was developing a 
transitional-care unit-a dormitory-like set
ting for patients who have found jobs. 

Bair is considering a regional center for 
pregnant substance abusers. It will provide 
education for older children; pediatric reha
bilitation for newborns; and ob-gyn services, 
plus job training, for mothers. A goal is to 
eventually hire some of the women to fill 
jobs where there are persistent shortages. 

The same concept of layered care is being 
applied to long-term care and services for 
coma patients. 

"One of the very important concepts here 
is that the speciality services provide the ad
ditional revenues to keep the system via-

ble," Doll said. "We're not getting out of the 
acute-care business." 

Bair says his role is "to create the environ
ment for generating new ideas and to keep 
them moving through the system." 

"It take a certain type of board environ
ment to be able to support this environment. 
This particular board is a wealth of self
made businessmen who are used to accepting 
risk. We're much more likely to gain accept
ance of a solid idea from this board than 
from some other." 

BUILDING FROM THE INSIDE OUT 

Jim Long believes every community has 
the right to determine its own health care 
needs. He says his role, as CEO of West River 
Regional Medical Center in Hettinger, N.D., 
is to meet those needs in a fiscally prudent 
way. 

"I don't want to sit here and make any 
other community's decision for them about 
what they need. That's their responsibility," 
he says. "I think the government's respon
sibility is to pay fairly so that they all have 
the equal tools for making the decision." 

The problem, he concedes, is that the gov
ernment doesn't do that. West River officials 
have long felt that they were on their own in 
terms of reimbursement and federal aid. 

"We got aggressive," said Long, speaking 
of changes begun in 1983. "We knew it was 
going to get difficult in the future. Everyone 
could see it coming. We had to build some 
strength and get ready to take on the fu
ture." 

What West River decided to do was build 
on relationships with area doctors, commu
nities and the state's only medical school. 

The hospital began repositioning itself. 
Bonds were refinanced and charges made 
more competitive. A CT scanner and other 
technology were added. Health care profes
sionals were aggressively recruited. 

Last year, to cut overhead and boost effi
ciency, the 46-bed hospital was merged into 
the six-clinic satellite system. The main 
campus now serves as the hub. Physicians 
travel at least two days a week to staff the 
clinics. 

Long notes that there are huge coverage 
gaps in West River's 18,000-square-mile 
catchment area. There's a 150-mile gap di
rectly to the east, he said. The area is so re
mote it is defined as frontier or wilderness. 

Lt•cal physicians like family physician 
Gerald Sailer, MD, have been central to West 
River's efforts to expand its reach in trou
bled times. Dr. Sailer has been associated 
with West River since the early 1960s, when 
he began his practice in Hettinger, popu
lation 1,600. 

Then, the hospital had 28 beds, virtually no 
technology and only one other doctor. There 
were no licensed lab technicians, and surgery 
had never been performed there. Serious 
cases and diagnostic work were handled in 
Bismarck, a three-hour drive away. 

"We believed rural people deserved the 
same quality of care as urban people, and we 
recognized that we couldn't do that unless 
we had volume," Dr. Sailer said. "Without 
volume, we couldn't afford the staff and the 
technology needed for quality care." 

But he added: "We have always been cog
nizant of the things we do well and those 
things that are beyond our capacity. The 
cases that are beyond our capacity we've 
been careful to refer to those who do it 
best." 

He said the center uses personal 
networking and builds on relationships with 
physicians across southwest North Dakota, 
northwest South Dakota and eastern Mon
tana. 
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"We've had better luck probably than in 

any other place in the state of North Dakota 
in recruiting rural doctors," said Robert E. 
Grossman, MD, head of the physician group 
practice. 

"We work at it seven days a week. We had 
a spell of about five years when we didn't re
cruit a single doctor, and all of us were get
ting down in the mouth. Now we are at two 
or three a year." 

Roger W. Schauer, MD, an associate profes
sor at the University of North Dakota medi
cal school, works closely with students who 
do their family medicine rotations at West 
River. 

During an average year, he said, they get 
eight to 10 medical students. Several have 
decided to return. 

With an infusion of new physicians and 
other professionals, the hospital has grown 
and turned a profit while three local hospital 
have down-sized. 

"For the 8% years that I've been here, 
we've budgeted for an average bottom-line of 
5% from operations," Long said. "That was 
what we believed was necessary to provide 
. . . for purchasing of new technology and 
expansion of services. And we have been able 
to maintain that average. 

Dr. Sailer says regionalization is the an
swer to many of the medical center's remain
ing woes. 

"I think we would offer much better serv
ices and more economical services if we 
could regionalize more. No matter what tack 
the government takes or what kind of new 
medical programs are on the horizon, I think 
in frontier areas we're going to have to have 
some regionalization of technology." 

The biggest future threat, Long said, is de
mographic. Adams County, where Hettinger 
is located, lost 10% to 15% of its population 
in the last 10 years, and the trend is expected 
to continue. Neighboring counties have expe
rienced comparable decreases. 

And while they have broadened the serv
ices they offer, hospital officials have taken 
a cautious approach. 

"We're always looking at what we can add 
that makes sense," Long said. "Many hos
pitals in the past five or 10 years diversified 
and got into areas they shouldn't have. 
We're looking for areas that make sense to 
us-that's sticking to the knitting, that's 
still medically related and related to the 
work we do now. 

"We'll always be looking, we'll always be 
changing. 

RURALS MUST CHANGE WITH THE TIMES 

Long's credo sums up what the experts are 
telling rural hospitals; 

Rural communities vary widely in demo
graphic and socioeconomic make-up and in 
health care needs. In changing with the 
times they also must take into account area 
needs. 

"There is a need for g·ood fiscal and organi
zational management of hospitals," says 
Thomas A. Bruce, MD, program director at 
the W.K. Kellogg Foundation. "But beyond 
that there is an even more fundamental re
quirement: to know the aspirations of the 
entire population being served and to be visi
bly responsive to those wishes whenever pos
sible." Kellogg, based in Battle Creek, Mich., 
has funded a three-year program to improve 
rural health delivery in six northwestern 
states. 

"Hospitals, like physicians, are in partner
ships with the public," Dr. Bruce said. 
"These partnerships are like marriages. Both 
sides must contribute, or divorce becomes a 
possibility." 

Dr. Rosenblatt said hospitals have been un
clear about what services to provide and 
need better planning. 

That's especially true, notes the rural 
health association's Harold Brown, given the 
impact of Medicare's prospective payment 
system. 

Brown, CEO of Prairie du Chien Hospital in 
Wisconsin, said his facility had shrunk from 
84 to 15 beds since the system began. 

"That's pretty typical of most rural hos
pitals," he said. "What we have done is take 
those excess beds and put them to use doing 
other things." 

Prairie du Chien has opened a hospice and 
a home health agency, moved into respite 
care and even started providing a diaper 
service, children's day care and meals for 
homebound elderly. "You've got to move on 
or die," Brown said. 

Federal officials reject the notion that 
Medicare and Medicaid reimbursement rates 
are to blame for the woes of rural and small 
hospitals. More likely causes are declining 
patient occupancy rates and consequent lag
ging revenues, they say. 

Regardless, experts like Kellogg's Dr. 
Bruce say smart hospitals won't wait around 
trying to fix blame. "There is a need to con
tinue to evaluate what works over time, and 
to learn how dependability and stability can 
be built into the rural equation," he says. 

But such advice often is easier to give than 
to follow. As West River's board Chairman 
Allen Mcintyre notes, hard-pressed small 
and rural hospitals recognize the need to 
adapt, but also fear it. 

"There's a feeling here that if we don't re
main on the cutting edge, if we don't con
tinue to move ahead, we will fall by the way
side like many other rural hospitals have 
and continue to do." 

MAKE SERBIAN REGIME PAY FOR 
AGGRESSION 

Mr. PRESSLER. Serbian Govern
ment officials are continuing to order 
their military forces to smash freedom 
and autonomy in neighboring states. 
After doing all in their power to de
stroy Croatia, Serbian butchery is now 
taking place in Bosnia and 
Hercegovina. Bosnia's elected political 
leaders are begging for international 
assistance to stop Belgrade's aggres
sion. 

The United States should respond 
forcefully to this appeal. Mr. President, 
more than a month ago, on March 20, I 
introduced S. 2376, the Former Yugo
slavia Act of 1992. Two of its aims are 
to end military aggression by the Com
munist regime that runs Belgrade and 
to bring that rogue regime and its bru
tal military thugs to justice before 
international bodies. 

Since March 20, the United States 
Government has made significant 
progress toward formal recognition of 
portions of the former Yugoslavia seek
ing independence from Communist
ruled Serbia. But no real progress has 
been made to end the Serbian aggres
sion and bring violators of human 
rights before national and inter
national tribunals. 

In this morning's editions, the Wash
ington Post contains an editorial and 
the New York Times two articles that 
could have been modeled on the 
Former Yugoslavia Act. As elected 

leaders of Bosnia and Hercegovina 
plead for an end to Serbia's wanton ag
gression, diplomatic fretting and frus
trated hand-wringing have escalated to 
new levels of ineffective rhetoric. 

Mr. President, Congress should sup
port calls by elected leaders of Serbia's 
victims to act in concert with the 
United Nations and the European Com
munity to do more than puzzle about 
Serbia's vicious attacks. 

Senators D'AMATO, HELMS, and DOLE 
have joined me in sponsoring the 
"Former Yugoslavia Act." To my 
knowledge, it is the first and only con
gressional attempt to stop Serbian ag
gression. 

There is no reason for the Serbian 
National Airline [JAT] to continue to 
enjoy landing rights in this country 
and no reason for American air carriers 
to continue service to Serbia. The 
President has considerable authority 
to declare Serbia a threat and impose a 
number of tough sanctions unilater
ally. 

On Thursday, America's new perma
nent Representative to the United Na
tions, Ambassador Ed Perkins, will be 
sworn in. Even before he moves to New 
York City, the United States should 
join in calling for a very tough resolu
tion in the U.N. Security Council. 
Bosnians and other citizens of the 
former Yugoslavia, including the eth
nic Albanians of Kosova, need the same 
protection against an aggressive neigh
bor as the Kurds need against the Gov
ernment of Iraq. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
Washington Post editorial and the New 
York Times articles to which I re
ferred, and a copy of the Former Yugo
slavia Act be inserted in the RECORD. I 
urge Senators to consider cosponsoring 
this bill. 

Finally, Mr. President, I know that 
thousands of anti-Communist Serbians 
year for an end of the Milosevic regime 
and its horrible military aggression. I 
urge the U.S. Government to support 
the Serbian people who wish to rise up 
and throw off the repression and ag
gression imposed by their Communist 
masters. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the Washington Post, Apr. 5, 1992] 
SERBIA'S AGGRESSION 

The unraveling of Yugoslavia has pro
ceeded to the point where Serbia is commit
ting raw aggression in Bosnia to "liberate" a 
local Serbian population that was not in 
danger and that, from all signs, was content 
with the existing multiethnic state of af
fairs. Serbia has displaced nearly a half-mil
lion of Bosnia's Muslim Slavs, terrorized 
communities settled for centuries and taken 
over perhaps two-thirds of the republic's ter
ritory (after having annexed one-third of 
Croatia's). It has done this while mouthing 
assurances of respect for negotiation and 
legal norms. 

Rival Croatia has made a grab of its own in 
the western Hercegovina section of the re-
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public. This power play is wrong, and there 
is no excuse for it, but it probably would not 
have been made except for Serbia's far larger 
and bloodier example. Bosnia's Muslim 
troops have also acted badly; over the week
end they reneged on a safe conduct offered to 
trapped Serbian garrison in return for re
lease of Bosnia's president, whom, uncon
scionably, Serbia had kidnapped as he re
turned from peace talks. But again this prob
ably would not have happened but for Ser
bia's provocation. 

Bosnia's agony is unfolding essentially 
from internal strife in Yugoslavia and not 
from an external assault across a clear inter
national frontier. This accounts for the gen
eral foreign reluctance to send in troops to 
save Bosnia. It seems there is no force avail
able to keep Serbia from accomplishing its 
purpose of taking Bosnia's Serbs-as it ear
lier took Croatia's-under its rule. 

But if others cannot stop Serbia's aggres
sion, they can hold President Slobodan 
Milosevic's government accountable for it. It 
is out of the question, for instance, to grant 
him the great advantage he seeks in having 
Serbia anointed as the rump successor to the 
old Yugoslavia. Restoration of normal eco
nomic relations with Serbia must await its 
restoration of normal political relations 
with its former fellow citizens. Its diplo
matic isolation becomes a minimal European 
and American requirement. 

Mr. Milosevic is aggrandizing Serbia, and 
ruining it. He is making Serbia a citadel of 
ethnic hatred, wasting its economy and de
stroying its ties with old friends, including 
the United States. 

[From the New York Times, May 5, 1992] 
BOSNIA IS SEEKING FOREIGN MILITARY AID 

(By Chuck Sudetic) 
SARAJEVO, BOSNIA and HERZEGOVINA, May 

4.-Government leaders here rushed to finish 
an appeal for foreign military assistance 
today as Yugoslav Army jets rocketed tar
gets above Sarajevo and as Serbian forces 
stepped up attacks to break up this multi
ethnic republic, news reports and officials 
said. 

The Government announced that its For
eign Minister would make the appeal at an 
emergency session of the Conference on Se
curity and Cooperation in Europe that is 
schedule for this week in Helsinki, Finland. 

"Many people here are ready to go to the 
defense of Bosnia and Herzegovina," said 
President Alija Izetbegovic. "But we haven't 
the weapons. We never prepared for a mili
tary struggle. We believed in a political solu
tion. The integrity of the republic is not the 
only thing in question. The very survival of 
people here is in jeopardy." 

Mr. Izetbegovic said that if appeals for the 
deployment of United Nations peacekeeping 
forces failed, his Government would seek 
intervention by other foreign peacemaking 
forces. "I have no indication that anyone is 
ready for this," he said. 

U.N. OFFICIAL TO VISIT 
Marrack Goulding, the United Nations 

Under Secretary for peacekeeping oper
ations, is scheduled to arrive in Sarajevo on 
Tuesday for talks. 

The Yugoslav Government announced 
today that it would end its military presence 
in Bosnia and Herzegovina within 15 days. 
But diplomats in Belgrade said the army 
might be planning merely to release Serbian 
soldiers, who are estimated to comprise 80 
percent of the Yugoslav forces in Bosnia and 
Herzegovina, and allow them to fight on as 
members of local Serbian militias. Such a 

move could worsen the situation by reducing 
central control over Serbian forces in the re
public. 

"Much as we have condemned the army for 
its role in Bosnia," one diplomat said, 
"handing effective control of most of its 
troops to the militias could make things 
worse, since there'll now be even less likely 
to respond to appeals for a cease fire.". 

This afternoon in Sarajevo, Yugoslav 
Army jet fighters made at least four sorties 
over Sarajevo. Radio reports said two MIG-
29's rocketed targets on Trebevic Mountain, 
which overlooks Sarajevo's old quarter. 

Street clashes forced people from basement 
shelters in their high-rise apartments to 
seek safer havens in buildings farther from 
the fighting, carrying children, blankets and 
hastily packed bags of food. 

Serbian artillery attacks were launched 
into the city center, and a direct hit on a 
transmission tower blacked out the Sarajevo 
television for about half an hour. At the 
same time, pro-Government militiamen with 
rifles and shoulder-launched rockets darted 
door to door through apartment blocks and 
fired into the Serb-occupied hills north and 
south of town. 

News reports said the Government forces 
had driven Serbian guerrillas from a police 
academy and other positions they had held 
since Serb attacks began on Sarajevo early 
last month. 

Tonight, pink tracer bullets streaked down 
Sarajevo's streets from Serb-fired anti-air
craft weapons aimed at land-based targets, 
and exploding shells sent golden sparks fly
ing from the sides of apartment buildings. 

Deep inside their basement shelters, resi
dents in Sarajevo have been watching tele
vision broadcasts that include American 
cable television news repox:ts. 

WATCHING U.S. RIOTS ON TV 
"I watched the rioters in Los Angeles car

rying television sets from stores," said a 
middle-aged Croatian man holed up in a 
basement workshop. "It is really sad. We 
were the two Olympic cities of 1984." 

Heavy Serbian attacks throughout Bosnia 
signaled a stepped-up effort to overrun Mus
lim-Slav towns inside corridors linking up 
Serb-dominated regions. 

Early this morning, Serbian guerrillas 
fired mortar shells on the Muslim-Slav town 
of Gorazde, Sarajevo radio reported. The last 
major Government-controlled town on the 
Drina River, Gorazde has been swollen with 
about 20,000 refugees. Yugoslav Army units 
have surrounded the town for weeks and had 
pledged to protect it from locally assembled 
Serbian militias as well as from guerrilla 
groups from Serbia itself. 

Serbian guerrillas backed by Yugoslav 
Army units also attacked the towns of Doboj 
and Modrica, creating new waves of refugees, 
local news reports said. Fighting was also re
ported in Bosanska Krupa, which controls 
access to an almost entirely Muslim-Slav 
populated county where the Yugoslav Army 
has a major air base. 

TRUCE EFFORTS ARE SET BACK 
The sharp increase in fighting has also 

short-circuited all European Community ef
forts to halt the violence, which has killed 
hundreds of people, wounded thousands more 
and forced about 500,000 from their homes. 

A Western diplomat said, "It's obvious now 
that you need outside involvement to 
achieve a workable ceasefire," and added 
that "much depends on Marrack Goulding's 
visit. 

This afternoon, President Izetbegovic said 
he had agreed to the release of about 180 

Yugoslav army soldiers taken prisoner by 
Government militiamen as the soldiers were 
trying to evacuate the army's regional head
quarters on Sunday night. 

Several soldiers were killed in the attack, 
which came despite guarantees for the sol
diers' safety by Mr. Izetbegovic and an escort 
by personnel attached to the United Nations 
peacekeeping headquarters in Sarajevo. 

"Chances for negotiations for achieving an 
orderly movement of the Yugoslav Army out 
of Sarajevo were severely affected by the un
justifiable attack on the retreating army 
column on Sunday," the diplomat said. 

The Yugoslav Army condemned the attack 
and blamed Mr. Izetbegovic. Government of
ficials in Sarajevo, however, said the attack 
resulted because local commanders did not 
know about the guarantee of safe passage. 

It was part of a deal with the army to re
lease Mr. Izetbegovic on Sunday. He was 
seized Saturday evening by the army at 
Sarajevo's airport when he returned from 
Lisbon after the suspension of European 
community-sponsored peace talks on Bosnia 
and Herzegovina. 

Serbian guerrillas backed by the Yugoslav 
Army have seized over half of Bosnia and 
Herzegovina's territory. Serbian leaders here 
claim 70 percent of Bosnia and Herzegovina 
territory for a Serb republic, although the 
republic's 1.4 million Serbs account for 31 
percent of its population. Bosnia and 
Herzegovina's 1.9 million Muslim Slavs and 
most of its 750,000 Roman Catholic Croats 
favor the republic's independence. 

[From the New York Times, Apr. 5, 1992] 
UNITED STATES FRUSTRATED, BACKS OFF 

FROM THE CRISIS IN YUGOSLAVIA 
(By David Binder) 

WASHINGTON, May 4.-After assuming a 
leading role in trying to defuse the Yugoslav 
conflict three weeks ago, the Bush Adminis
tration has largely withdrawn from the issue 
"in anger and frustration," a senior Admin
istration official has said. 

This official and others remarked that Sec
retary of State James A. Baker 3d and his 
principal aides had been disappointed with 
the lack of success of earlier United States 
efforts to influence events in Yugoslavia. 

"Bush feels the same way," a second offi
cial familiar with Yugoslav affairs said of 
the President. 

Reiterating the United States' condemna
tion of "the perpetrators of violence in 
Bosnia on all sides" for the lOth time in as 
many working days, Margaret D. Tutwiler, 
the State Department spokeswoman, hinted 
at the Administration's frustration today. 

"I'm not saying there's nothing else that 
anyone can do," she said. "Everyone will 
continue to try." But she said she was un
aware of any major "or even, to be honest 
with you, minor overall policy review." 

FIGHTING INCREASES 
On April 7, President Bush declared that 

the United States was recognizing the inde
pendence of Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia 
and Slovenia. The Administration hoped this 
would help end the fighting there, especially 
the battles in Bosnia and Herzegovina, where 
Serbian forces had seized large chunks of ter
ritory. 

Instead, the fighting increased, and a week 
later Mr. Baker proposed suspending Serbia 
from the 51-member Conference on Security 
and Cooperation in Europe, issuing a sharp 
protest to the Belgrade authorities, dis
patching a senior assistant to Bosnia and 
Herzegovina to report on the situation and 
arranging six Air Force flights of emergency 
relief supplies there. 
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With assaults on Bosnia and Herzegovina 

by Serbian forces, including the Serb-domi
nated Yugoslav Army, continuing, Mr. Baker 
took the initiative again on April 20, calling 
West European allies to propose the joint 
breaking of diplomatic relations with Bel
grade. Only Germany's Foreign Minister, 
Hans-Dietrich Genscher, voiced approval. 
Other officials in the Administration ques
tioned the wisdom of such a radical move. 

At that point, Mr. Baker's resolve began to 
sag, said Administration officials familiar 
with the evolution of policy on Yugoslavia. 

"Secretary Baker has decided to disengage 
from the issue," a high ranking official said. 
"There is simply no solution. But there is a 
high level of frustration." 

Although fighting is continuing in Bosnia 
and Herzegovina, the United States chose 
not to press for the suspension of Serbia 
from the Conference on Security and Co
operation in Europe at its meeting in Hel
sinki last Wednesday, Administration offi
cials said. The only action taken at the 
meeting was to admit Bosnia and 
Herzegovina as a new member. 

This is the second time in 10 months that 
Mr. Baker has plunged into the Yugoslav cri
sis and then withdrawn. Last June he visited 
Belgrade and conferred with all of the lead
ers of what were then the six federative re
publics of Yugoslavia, as well as its federal 
leadership. 

He left believing he had extracted commit
ments from each not to take steps that 
might cause an outbreak of civil war. Five 
days later, Slovenia and Croatia declared 
independence from the Yugoslav federation 
and fighting broke out. Mr. Baker then de
cided that the United States should step 
back and permit the European Community 
to take the lead in trying to solve the Yugo
slav crisis. 

But a senior American diplomat contended 
recently that "there is no international in
stitution with sufficient powers to deal with 
Yugoslavia." 

Another high-ranking Administration offi
cial said, "There is no policy on Yugoslavia 
now, other than to follow the lead of the Eu
ropean Community." 

But the 12-member community is split over 
how forcefully to deal with Serbia and over 
how to deal at all with the newly independ
ent republic of Macedonia, which Greece op-
poses. 

s. 2376 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Former 
Yugoslavia Act of 1992". 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

Congress makes the following findings: 
(1) The Constitution of the Federal Peo

ple's Republic of Yugoslavia, adopted in 1946, 
was modeled on the 1936 Constitution of the 
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics. 

(2) Of the six republics (Macedonia, Slove
nia, Croatia, Serbia, Montenegro, and 
Bosnia-Hercegovina) and two autonomous re
gions (Kosovo and Vojvodina) that formerly 
comprised the Federal People's Republic of 
Yugoslavia, several have voluntarily disasso
ciated themselves to varying degrees from 
the political structure created by the Con
stitution of 1946. 

(3) As a result of these actions by its con
stituent republics and provinces, the Federal 
People's Republic of Yugoslavia has ceased 
to exist. 
SEC. 3. POLICY. 

It is the sense of the Congress that the pol
icy of the United States should be to conduct 

diplomatic and other relations directly with 
each of the nations, republics, and regions 
that formerly comprised the Federal Peo
ple's Republic of Yugoslavia or directly with 
any voluntary association or associations of 
any such nations, republics, and regions 
rather than indirectly through the central 
government of the former federal state. 
SEC. 4. REPORT. 

(a) REPORTING REQUIREMENT.-Not later 
than 90 days after the date of the enactment 
of this Act, the President shall submit to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations of the Sen
ate and the Speaker of the House of Rep
resentatives a comprehensive report on Unit
ed States policy toward the nations, repub
lics, and autonomous regions that formerly 
comprised the Federal People's Republic of 
Yugoslavia. 

(b) CONTENT OF REPORT.-The report shall 
include the following matters: 

(1) The advisable levels and timing of Unit
ed States diplomatic recognition and rep
resentation regarding each nation, republic, 
and autonomous region that formerly com
prised the Federal People's Republic of 
Yugoslavia, including the specific criteria 
for determining to grant that recognition 
and the justification for any determination 
not to recognize a nation, republic, or auton
omous region that has received the diplo
matic recognition of any member nation of 
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization. 

(2) The actions the United States will un
dertake bilaterally and in appropriate inter
national bodies to prevent military and po
lice forces anywhere within the territory of 
the former Federal People's Republic of 
Yugoslavia from attacking any such nation, 
republic, or autonomous region. 

(3) The actions the United States will un
dertake bilaterally and in appropriate inter
national bodies to prevent military and po
lice forces of the former Federal People's Re
public of Yugoslavia from being stationed in 
any such nation, republic, or autonomous re
gion against the will of any freely elected, 
representative government of that nation, 
republic, or autonomous region. 

(4) The actions the United States will un
dertake bilaterally and in appropriate inter
national bodies to bring to justice govern
ment authorities who ordered members of 
military and police forces of the former Fed
eral People's Republic of Yugoslavia or any 
such nation, republic, or autonomous region 
to attack any other such nation, republic, or 
autonomous region. 

(5) The actions the United States will un
dertake bilaterally or in appropriate inter
national bodies to reduce the influence and 
size of military forces that have attacked 
any such nation, republic, or autonomous re
gion and to reduce the funding and supplying 
of such military forces by any source. 

(6) The actions the United States will take 
through the United Nations and other appro
priate international bodies to assure secu
rity and peace in the former Federal People's 
Republic of Yugoslavia. 

(7) The extent to which the United States 
has ceased to provide assistance directly or 
indirectly to the government of any such na
tion, republic, or autonomous region that 
has attacked or occupied any other such na
tion, republic, or autonomous region. 

(8) The levels and types of assistance that 
are being provided or are to be provided by 
the United States, directly or indirectly, to 
those nations, republics, and autonomous re
gions that have had free, fair, internation
ally supervised elections and that have com
mitted themselves to principles of democ
racy and human rights. 

(9) Any other matters relating to the pol
icy referred to in subsection (a) that the 
President considers appropriate. 

GATEWAY 2000: SOUTH DAKOTA 
SUPERSTAR 

Mr. PRESSLER. Despite America's 
recent economic difficulties, small 
business continues to be the driving 
force of our economy. In my home 
State, Gateway 2000 is truly a South 
Dakota superstar. Recently the Gate
way 2000 assembly lines produced their 
500,000th personal computer. 

The success of this dynamic company 
is becoming apparent throughout the 
world. Recently I met with American 
and Dutch business leaders in the 
Netherlands. As soon as they learned I 
represent South Dakota, they imme
diately mentioned Gateway 2000. 

Located in North Sioux City, SD, 
Gateway 2000 produces high-quality, 
low-cost personal computers which it 
sells directly to consumers. Because 
South Dakota enjoys a pro-business 
and pro-free-enterprise climate, Gate
way 2000 found a hospitable home when 
it was founded in 1985. 

Since then, Gateway 2000 has been on 
a steady, rapid growth path. In fact, 
first quarter sales for this year 
amounted to $200 million. Top quality 
products, ethical business practices, in
volved, dedicated, and· hard-working 
employees, and enlightened hands-on 
management have skyrocketed Gate
way 2000 to the top of the personal 
computer market through direct mar
keting sales. 

Americans have heard a great deal in 
recent years about Japanese competi
tion and business practices. One result 
has been a tendency toward Japan
bashing and a call for United States 
business to be protected against for
eign competition. Gateway 2000 asked 
for no special favors and jumped into a 
highly competitive market with excel
lent products. That tried-and-true for
mula for business success has proven 
itself once again. 

I am proud that Gateway 2000 is a 
South Dakota business. Like many 
States in the Midwest, some of South 
Dakota's most able young people re
grettably feel they must leave the 
State or region to pursue a successful 
career. Companies like Gateway 2000 
prove that entrepreneurship and small 
businesses also can provide outstand
ing career opportunities. Even more 
important, Gateway 2000 is an inspira
tion for South Dakota's young people 
that, with good ideas and hard work, 
they can succeed close to their families 
and homes. 

On my recent visit to Europe, I was 
discouraged to find that many Euro
pean governments are wedded to social
ism and protection of local companies 
against competition. Inevitably, this 
archaic anti-free-enterprise approach 
depresses local initiative and makes it 
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tougher for outstanding products, such 
as Gateway 2000 computers and soft
ware, from breaking into the world 
market. 

Now that the former Soviet Union 
and several republics of the former 
Yugoslavia are free of communism, 
American know-how and innovation is 
the best form of encouragement we can 
give to promote economic growth and 
development. This is a far wiser invest
ment than any amount of foreign aid. 

Leading the way, Gateway 2000 in
spires and encourages people at home 
and abroad. On the occasion of its 
500,000th computer, I am delighted to 
commend this South Dakota superstar 
to consumers at home and abroad. 

I ask unanimous consent that an ar
ticle on Gateway 2000 from the Sioux 
city Journal of April 29, 1992, be in
serted in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
[From the Sioux City Journal, Apr. 29, 1992] 

GATEWAY 2000 TURNS OUT ITS 500,000TH 
COMPUTER 

(By Mark Reinders) 
NORTH SIOUX CITY.-Personal computer 

"500,000" rolled across the assembly line 
early Tuesday morning at Gateway 2000. 

Company officials celebrated the milestone 
production number at the direct market PC 
manufacturing company's production plant 
located in North Sioux City. Despite the 
company being founded just six years ago, 
Gateway officials predicted it will hit the 
one million milestone sometime in 1993. 

Gateway's assembly workers pump out an 
average of 1,500 units a day. 

"Our 500,000th system is a 25MHz 386SX, 
purchased by Kathy Tyler of rural Big Stone 
City, S.D.," said Mike Schmith, Gateway 
2000 marketing manager, while conducting a 
tour of Gateway's production facilities Tues
day. Schmith said R.J. Reimer, the Gateway 
2000 sales representative who sold Tyler the 
computer, will drive to Big Stone City this 
week to deliver the systems personally. 

Ted Waitt, president of Gateway, founded 
the company with Mike Hammond in a small 
house in rural Sioux City in 1985. The busi
ness then relocated to offices at the Sioux 
City Stockyards and later Sergeant Bluff, 
before moving to North Sioux City two years 
ago. Employment now stands at more than 
1,400. 

Later this year, the production end of the 
company will be relocated to new facilities 
near the existing office headquarters in the 
Gateway Business Park. 

Schmith said that Gateway 2000 currently 
sells more IBM-compatible personal comput
ers through the direct market channel in 
this country than any other PC manufac
turer. Sales for the first quarter of 1992 were 
$200 million. 

Schmith said that to maintain its growth, 
Gateway plans to continue to "be the leader 
in the direct marketing sales end." 

In addition to its present PC models, Gate
way has recently begun production of a note
book computer-a version similar to a port
able laptop model. 

Tyler, the purchaser of the 500,000th model, 
will receive one of the new notebook com
puters, a Nomad 425DXL, as a gift. 

In a written statement, Waitt said that his 
company's achievement is a tribute to the 
people of Slouxland. 

"The secret's in the employees at Gate
way. They are hard-working, dedicated and 
caring. When you combine this exceptional 
work force with our old-fashioned business 
philosophy of giving our customers the very 
best value, you have a winning combina
tion," Waitt said. 

TRIBUTE TO WILLIE L. WILLIAMS 
Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, on 

May 26, 1992, Philadelphia Police Com
missioner Willie L. Williams will be 
honored at a dinner as he retires after 
28 years of service. Starting on the bot
tom rung as a patrolman in 1964, Wil
liams steadily climbed the ladder of 
success in his chosen profession until 
he reached the top in 1988 when he was 
appointed commissioner. 

His success story is not unusual. It 
combines the indispensable ingredients 
of intelligence, hard work, ambition, 
and dedication. It includes those al
ways-essential personal qualities: a 
willingness to do whatever is necessary 
in an appropriate manner to get the job 
done and a refusal to accept less than 
one's best in addressing any task, how
ever great or small. 

Willie Williams recognized, as all 
who strive for success must, that op
portunity arrives most often for those 
who are prepared, who have readied 
themselves to seize it and to make the 
most of it. 

His tenure as Philadelphia's top po
liceman has been remarkable for his ef
forts to sensitize his officers to the 
multiethnic and multicultural popu
lation they serve, efforts which have 
enjoyed considerable success. He has 
shown Philadelphians that their police
men can show restraint and 
forebearance in times of confrontation 
and stress and still get the job done. He 
has imbued in them a sense of commu
nity, a greater understanding of their 
capacity to perform and to serve. 

For this, Commissioner William has 
won the praise of elected and commu
nity leaders and the gratitude of all 
Philadelphians. 

Commissioner William is leaving his 
Philadelphia post but he is not aban
doning his profession. Soon, he will as
sume the position of police commis
sioner in Los Angeles. As he departs, 
he carries with him the best wishes for 
success of all residents of the "City of 
Brotherly Love," a sobriquet he has 
done much to restore and embellish. 

It is, therefore, fitting that the U.S. 
Senate take note of the excellent ca
reer of Willie Williams in the police de
pa~tment of the city of Philadelphia 
and that it wish him well as he contin
ues his professional work in Los Ange
les. 

PETER JAY SHARP 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, on 

April 17, New York City lost one of its 
leading citizens, and one of its treas-

ures. Peter Jay Sharp was a successful 
man of business and a great philan
thropist. In a city blessed by the lead
ers of its many cultural institutions, 
he stood out. The Julliard School of 
Music, the City Opera, City Center, and 
the Metropolitan Museum of Art were 
just a few of the beneficiaries of his 
generosity. But Peter Sharp's value to 
the city could hardly be measured by 
his gifts of money, though they were 
great. He cared deeply about New 
York, and gave much of his time to 
helping solve its common problems. 
Somewhere, the poet W.B. Yeats writes 
of a man who "was· blessed and had the 
power to bless." Peter Sharp was such 
a man. He was my friend and I will 
miss him greatly. I ask unanimous con
sent that a tribute from the New York 
Post be printed in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the tribute 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From the New York Post, Apr. 22, 1992] 
PETER SHARP: 1991-1992 

Peter Jay Sharp, who died late last week, 
was a New Yorker of the old school: His 
creed was excellence. 

Excellence at the hotels he owned and 
ran-among them, the world-famous Carlyle. 
And excellence at the local cultural institu
tions to which he gave so generously of his 
time and personal wealth: the New York City 
Opera, Juilliard Lincoln Center, the Vivian 
Beaumont, City Center, the Met. 

Lest these institutional attachments dis
guise his essential concern-that this town 
serve its residents and visitors as well as 
possible-it's also worth noting that Sharp 
sat on the board of the Fund for Better Sub
way Stations. 

Peter Sharp, in short, cared-about those 
who enjoy the city's cultural riches and have 
the means to stay at the Carlyle, but also 
about the ordinary folks who make New 
York possible-the people, for example, who 
travel to and from work each day on the sub
way. 

In his special, quiet way, Peter Sharp la
bored to make this city better. And, indeed, 
New York is a better place for his having 
spent his life here. 

NATIONAL TAX FREEDOM DAY 
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, as we 

are considering legislation to cut 
wasteful Government spending, I think 
it is a very appropriate time to recog
nize the significance of May 5, 1992. 
Today, is the day that all hard working 
Americans have been waiting for all 
year. Today is a tax freedom day, as 
calculated by the Tax Foundation, 
when Americans stop working for the 
Government and start working for 
themselves and their families. That is 
the good news. The bad news is that 
tax freedom day is 4 days later this 
year than last year. So, the tax burden 
on our people continues its unrelenting 
climb. 

We in the Congress, and our legisla
tive brethren in State and local gov
ernments, often act as though the 
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American taxpayer does not even exist. 
However, our governing bodies are 
never shy about deducting their share 
from our working men and women. 
That is why it is very important to rec
ognize May 5, 1992, as National Tax 
Freedom Day, a date on which Amer
ican workers finally begin to work for 
themselves instead of the enormous . 
State apparatus they have spent over 4 
months of the year working for. It is a 
worthy day to commemorate, but one 
which we ought to have already ob
served. 

Monies raised through taxation are 
spent by government entities with lit
tle regard to the effort that hard-work
ing Americans expend on a daily basis 
to produce them. We spend, then tax 
and spend again in Washington, with 
the result being massive budget defi
cits on the one hand and heavily taxed 
workers on the other. We are simply 
continuing to take too much from the 
paychecks of our workers and spending 
money like there is no tomorrow. Such 
spending practices are reckless and ir
responsible on our part. I think we can 
and must do better. At least, our tax
payers deserve to know that their 
hard-earned dollars are being spent in a 
responsible manner. Ideally, we should 
pledge to bring our fiscal house in 
order and to lessen the burden that we 
have placed on our citizens. Taxpayers 
are angry, and for good reason. 

Mr. President, the average American 
worker will spend 2 hours and 45 min
utes out of each 8 hour workday to pay 
Federal, State, and local taxes. This is 
four minutes longer each day this year 
than in 1991. 

The 4 day increase from last year is 
one of the largest increases on record. 
This is due to slower income growth 
combined with higher Federal, State 
and local taxes. 

In light of the misguided $164 billion 
tax bill that congress passed in 1990, 
and an increase in social security 
taxes, can we truly look our constitu
ents in the eye and state with convic
tion that they have received their mon
ey's worth? I do not think so, Mr. 
President. Instead, we can look at a 
Government awash in debt, too often 
spending its money for frivolous con
gressional pay raises or pork barrel 
spending, rather than for basic services 
that taxpayers are willing to pay for. It 
is easy to spend the taxpayer's money, 
Mr. President. It is much more difficult 
to say enough is enough. I can only 
hope that we have put a stop to any 
further Federal tax increases this year. 

I thank the American taxpayer today 
on the floor of the United States Sen
ate, and I urge my colleagues to show 
their appreciation as well. It is time we 
all recognized that the American tax
payer has had enough of Washington's 
tax and spending ways. 

ORDER FOR STAR PRINT-S. 2514 
Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that S. 2514, the 
Child Support Tax Equity Act of 1992, 
be star printed to reflect the changes I 
now send to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

REFERRAL OF A BILL-S. 2625 
Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Judiciary 
Committee be discharged from further 
consideration of S. 2625, designating 
the Mitchell Cohen Courthouse in Cam
den, NJ, and that the measure then be 
referred to the appropriate committee, 
Environment and Public Works. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

OLDER AMERICANS MONTH 

NATIONAL HUNTINGTON'S 
DISEASE AWARENESS MONTH 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Judiciary 
Committee be discharged, en bloc, from 
further consideration of the following 
joint resolutions: Senate Joint Resolu
tion 276, designating "Older Americans 
Month," and Senate Joint Resolution 
251, designating "National Hunting
ton's Disease Awareness Month," and 
that the Senate proceed, en bloc, to 
their immediate consideration; that 
the joint resolutions be deemed read 
three times, passed and the motion to 
reconsider laid upon the table, en bloc; 
that the preambles be agreed to; fur
ther, that the consideration of these 
joint resolutions appear individually in 
the RECORD; and that any statements 
regarding the joint resolutions be 
placed in the RECORD at the appro
priate place. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

So the joint resolution (S.J. Res. 276) 
was deemed read the third time and . 
passed. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
The joint resolution, with its pre

amble, is as follows: 
S.J. RES. 276 

Whereas older Americans have contributed 
many years of service to their families, their 
communities, and the Nation; 

Whereas the population of the United 
States is comprised of a large percentage of 
older Americans representing a wealth of 
knowledge and experience; 

Whereas older Americans should be ac
knowledged for the contributions older 
Americans continue to make to their com
munities and the Nation; and 

Whereas many States and communities ac
knowledge older Americans during the 
month of May: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That, in recognition of 
the traditional designation of the month of 

May as "Older Americans Month", and the 
repeated expression by the Congress of ap
preciation and respect for the achievements 
of older Americans and of a desire that older 
Americans continue to play an active role in 
the life of the Nation, the month of May, 
1992, is designated as "Older Americans 
Month" and the President is authorized and 
requested to issue a proclamation calling on 
the people of the United States to observe 
the month with appropriate programs, cere
monies, and activities. 

So the joint resolution (S.J. Res. 251) 
was deemed read the third time and 
passed. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
The joint resolution, with its pre

amble, is as follows: 
S.J. RES. 251 

Whereas twenty-five thousand Americans 
are victims of Huntington's disease, a fatal, 
hereditary, neurological disorder; 

Whereas an additional one hundred and 
twenty-five thousand Americans have a 50-
percent chance of inheriting the gene respon
sible for Huntington's disease from an af
fected parent and are considered to be "at
risk" for the disease; 

Whereas tens of thousands of other Ameri
cans experience the destructive effects of the 
disease, including suffering from the social 
stigma associated with the disease, assuming 
the difficult role of caring for a loved victim 
of the disease, witnessing the prolonged, ir
reversible physical and mental deterioration 
of a loved one, and agonizing over the death 
of a loved one; 

Whereas at present there is no cure for 
Huntington's disease and no means available 
to retard or reverse the effects of the disease; 

Whereas a victim of the later stages of 
Huntington's disease invariably requires 
total personal care, the provision of which 
often results in devastating financial con
sequences for the victim and the victim's 
family; 

Whereas recent advances in the field of 
molecular genetics have enabled scientists 
to locate approximately the gensite respon
sible for Huntington's disease; 

Whereas many of the novel techniques re
sulting from these advances have also been 
instrumental in locating the gene-sites re
sponsible for familial Alzheimer's disease, 
manic depression, kidney cancer, and other 
disorders; 

Whereas increased Federal funding of med
ical research could facilitate additional ad
vances and result in the discovery of the 
cause and chemical processes of Hunting
ton's disease and the development of strate
gies to stop and reverse the progress of the 
disease; 

Whereas Huntington's disease typifies 
other late-onset, behavioral genetic dis
orders by presenting the victim and the vic
tim's family with a broad range of bio
medical, psychological, social, and economic 
problems; and 

Whereas in the absence of a cure for Hun
tington's disease, victims of the disease de
serve to live with dignity and be regarded as 
full and respected family members and mem
bers of society: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That the month of May 
1992 is designated as "National Huntington's 
disease Awareness Month", and the Presi
dent is authorized and requested to issue a 
proclamation calling on the people of the 
United States to observe such month with 
appropriate programs, ceremonies, and ac
tivities. 
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PUBLIC SERVICE RECOGNITION 

WEEK 

NATIONAL CRIME VICTIMS' 
RIGHTS WEEK 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed, en bloc, to the immediate con
sideration of the following joint resolu
tions, just received from the House; 
House Joint Resolution 430, designat
ing "Public Service Recognition 
Week," and House Joint Resolution 
466, designating "Crime Victims' 
Rights Week"; that the joint resolu
tions be deemed read three times, 
passed, and the motion to reconsider be 
laid upon the table, en bloc; that the 
preambles be agreed to and that any 
statements relating to these measures 
be placed in the RECORD at the appro
priate place; further, that consider
ation of these joint resolutions appear 
individually in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

So the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 430) 
was deemed read the third time and 
passed. 

The premable was agreed to. 
So the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 466) 

was deemed read the third time and 
passed. 

The preamble was agreed to. 

CERTAIN EMPLOYEES 
CAPITOL POLICE TO 
LUMP-SUM PAYMENTS 

OF THE 
RECEIVE 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate 
proceed to the immediate consider
ation of Senate Resolution 292, submit
ted earlier today by Senators FORD, 
STEVENS, and others; that the resolu
tion be agreed to and that the motion 
to reconsider be laid upon the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

So the resolution (S. Res. 292) was 
agreed to, as follows: 

S. RES. 292 
Resolved, That (a) a member or employee of 

the Capitol Police whose pay is disbursed by 
the Secretary of the Senate and who is sepa
rated from service with the Capitol Police is 
entitled to receive a lump-sum payment for 
the accumulated and current accrued annual 
leave to which he is entitled, based solely on 
his service as a member or employee of the 
Capitol Police. 

(b) The lump-sum payment is considered to 
be pay for taxation purposes only. The pay
ment shall be made by the Secretary of the 
Senate when certification is made by the 
Sergeant at Arms of the Senate to the Fi
nancial Clerk of the Senate. The certifi
cation shall state the total of the accumu
lated and current accrued annual leave to 
the credit of the member or employee of the 
Capitol Police, and shall be made after such 
member's or employee's separation from 
service. 

(c) The lump-sum payment shall be paid at 
the hourly rate of compensation to which 
the member or employee is entitled, multi-

plied by the number of hours certified in sub
section (b). The hourly rate of compensation 
of such member or employee shall be deter
mined by dividing the employee's annual 
rate of compensation by 2,080. The annual 
rate of compensation is that rate to which 
the member or employee is entitled, at the 
time of separation, based on the applicable 
Capitol Police step and position level. 

(d) Lump-sum payments paid to members 
or employees of the Capitol Police under this 
section shall be paid by the Secretary of the 
Senate from funds appropriated to the Ser
geant at Arms and Doorkeeper of the Senate 
in a legislative appropriation Act under the 
heading "Capitol Police Board" and the sub
headings "Capitol Police" and "Salaries" for 
the fiscal year in which the member or em
ployee separates. For purposes of appropria
tion Acts, payments under this section shall 
be made available for such funds as though 
such payments were salaries for a Capitol 
Police member or employee. 

(e) The provisions of this section shall not 
be construed to authorize the transfer of 
leave between the Capitol Police and any 
other agency of the Federal Government. 

(f) The provisions of this section shall 
cease to be effective and shall not apply to 
any separation from service occurring on or 
after 2 years after the date of enactment of 
this section. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, the objec
tive of this resolution is to authorize 
certain employees of the Capitol Police 
to receive lump-sum payments for ac
cumulated or accrued annual leave 
upon separation from serivce. 

The Senate Subcommittee on Legis
lative Branch Appropriations noted in 
the committee report for fiscal year 
1991, that the Capitol Police lacked the 
authority to make lump sum payments 
to retirees for unused leave. The sub
committee requested that the Capitol 
Police Board develop a proposal to 
remedy this situation. That proposal is 
now before us. 

Lump sum payments were funded in 
the Senate for fiscal year 1992, through 
the Legislative Branch Appropriations 
Subcommittee, which agreed with the 
House to provide funds for lump sum 
payments. We need merely to provide 
the authorization for the payment. 

Mr. President, lump sum payment 
makes simple, good economic sense. 
The Capitol Police have researched 
what it would cost to pay personnel for 
their accumulated leave as opposed to 
allowing them to continue in a leave 
status with full pay. In short, by enact
ing this legislation, the Capitol Police 
project a salary savings of approxi
mately $876,438.75 in calendar year 1992. 

This savings occurs because cur
rently when personnel are placed on 
terminal leave, an unmanned position 
occurs within the Department that 
cannot be filled by new personnel until 
the individual actually goes off the 
payroll. To cover that unmanned posi
tion, overtime must be worked by 
other officers. This overtime is paid at 
a rate of one and one-half times the 
hourly salary rate. Because of this, in 
1992 overtime expenses will escalate as 
96 persons are placed on terminal leave 

at various times between now and Oc
tober 1992 when they mandatorily re
tire. This situation is readily addressed 
under the lump sum payment proposal. 

Lump-sum payment would contribute 
to the financial savings and overall ef
ficiency of the Department in several 
ways. First, with lump-sum payment, 
the Capitol Police will be able to fill 
vacancies immediately upon terminal 
leave payoff with an employee starting 
at the beginning of the pay scale versus 
the salary cost of a veteran officer on 
terminal leave, thus realizing a re
placement savings. Second, an over
time savings will be realized on top of 
the replacement savings. With lump
sum payment, a new individual may be 
hired immediately, thereby negating 
the need to work another officer over
time. However, when an officer is 
hired, it requires approximately 4 
months of training before they are 
placed on the streets. 

Moreover, in addition to replacement 
and overtime savings, a benefit savings 
would be realized. When an officer is 
carried on terminal leave, the Depart
ment must continue to fund the Gov
ernment's portion of benefits for retire
ment, health, and life insurance. 
Lump-sum payment would eliminate 
these costs. There would be no accrual 
of annual leave, sick leave, or holidays 
that occur during the period of time 
they are on terminal leave nor would 
the individuals continue to receive any 
scheduled longevities or COLA's. 

Finally, personnel promoted as a re
sult of vacancies created by retire
ments could be paid immediately, 
thereby eliminating acting positions. 

Mr. President, terminal leave as it 
stands now will cost $1,934,361.96. This 
calculation is based on the 96 officers 
who are scheduled to retire by October 
31, 1992. The cost for lump-sum pay
ment is $1,057,923.21 which realizes an 
overall savings of $876,438.75. 

The choice is clear. With lump-sum 
payments we have the opportunity to 
remedy the problems that the Capitol 
Police are facing as well as save over a 
half a million dollars. I commend the 
Capitol Police for their efforts to curb 
costs and urge adoption of this impor
tant legislation. 

THE 1992 SPECIAL OLYMPICS 
TORCH RELAY THROUGH THE 
CAPITOL GROUNDS 
Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Rules 
committee be discharged from further 
consideration of Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 111 regarding the 1992 Spe
cial Olympics torch relay and that the 
Senate then proceed to its immediate 
consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will report. 
The assistant legislative clerk read 

as follows: 
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A concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res. 111) 

authorizing the 1992 Special Olympics Torch 
Relay to be run through the Capitol 
Grounds. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the immediate consider
ation of the concurrent resolution? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the concurrent 
resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the concur
rent resolution. 

The concurrent resolution (S. Con. 
Res. 111) was agreed to, as follows: 

S. CON. RES. 111 
Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep

resentatives concurring), 
SECTION 1. AUTHORIZATION OF RUNNING OF 

SPECIAL OLYMPICS TORCH RELAY 
THROUGH CAPITOL GROUNDS. 

On May 15, 1992, or on such other date as 
the Speaker of the House of Representatives 
and the President pro tempore of the Senate 
may designate jointly, the 1992 Special 
Olympics Torch Relay may be run through 
the Capitol Grounds, as part of the journey 
of the Special Olympics torch to the District 
of Columbia Special Olympics spring games 
at Gallaudet University in the District of Co
lumbia. 
SEC. 2. RESPONSIBILITY OF CAPITOL POLICE 

BOARD. 
The Capitol Police Board shall take such 

action as may be necessary to carry out sec
tion 1. 
SEC. S. CONDITIONS RELATING TO PHYSICAL 

PREPARATIONS. 
The Architect of the Capitol may prescribe 

conditions for physical preparations for the 
event authorized by section 1. 

Mr. DANFORTH. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the concurrent resolution was agreed 
to. 

Mr. KERRY. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 

Messages from the President of the 
United States were communicated to 
the Senate by Mr. McCathran, one of 
his secretaries. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 

As in executive session the Presiding 
Officer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United 
States submitting sundry nominations 
which were referred to the appropriate 
committees. 

(The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro
ceedings.) 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 
RECEIVED DURING RECESS 

ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTIONS SIGNED 

Under the authority of the order of 
the Senate of January 3, 1991, the Sec
retary of the Senate, on May 1, 1991, 
during the recess of the Senate, re-

ceived a message from the House of 
Representatives announcing that the 
Speaker has signed the following en
rolled joint resolutions: 

S.J. Res. 174. Joint resolution designating 
the month of May 1992 as "National 
Amyotrophic Lateral Sclerosis Awareness 
Month"; and 

S.J. Res. 222. Joint resolution to designate 
1992 as the "Year of Reconciliation Between 
American Indians and non-Indians." 

Under the authority of the order of 
the Senate of January 3, 1991, the en
rolled joint resolutions were signed on 
May 1, 1991, during the recess of the 
Senate, by the President pro tempore 
[Mr. BYRD]. 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 

At 2:15 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Hays, one of its reading clerks, an
nounced that the House has passed the 
bill (S. 323) to require the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services to ensure 
that pregnant women receiving assist
ance under title X of the Public Health 
Service Act are provided with informa
tion and counseling regarding their 
pregnancies, and for other purposes, 
with amendments; it insists upon its 
amendments to the bill, asks a con
ference with the Senate on the dis
agreeing votes of the two Houses there
on, and appoints Mr. DINGELL, Mr. 

· WAXMAN, Mr. WYDEN, Mr. LENT, and 
Mr. BLILEY as managers of the con
ference on the part of the House. 

The message also announced that the 
House has passed the following joint 
resolution, in which it requests the 

· concurrence of the Senate: 
H.J. Res. 371. Joint resolution designating 

May 31, 1992, through June 6, 1992, as a 
"Week for the National Observance of the 
Fiftieth Anniversary of World War II." 

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 

The message further announced that 
the Speaker has signed the following 
enrolled bill: 

H.R. 4184. An act to designate the Depart
ment of Veterans Affairs Medical Center lo
cated in Northhampton, Massachusetts, as 
the "Edward P. Boland Department of Veter
ans Affairs Medical Center." 

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED 

Under the authority of the order of 
the Senate of January 3, 1991, the fol
lowing enrolled bills were signed on 
May 1, 1992, during the recess of the 
Senate by the President pro tempore 
[Mr. BYRD]: 

H.R. 2454. An act to authorize the Sec
retary of Health and Human Services to 
debarments and other penalties for illegal 
activities involving the approval of abbre
viated drug applications under the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, and for other 
purposes; and 

H.R. 3337. An act to authorize the Sec
retary of the Treasury to mint a coin in 
commemoration of the Two-hundredth Anni
versary Of the White House. 

ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTIONS 
PRESENTED 

The Secretary of the Senate reported 
that on May 1, 1992 he had presented to 
the President of the United States the 
following enrolled joint resolutions: 

S.J. Res. 174. Joint resolution designating 
the month of May 1992 as "National 
Amyotrophic Lateral Sclerosis Awareness 
Month"; 

S.J. Res. 222. Joint resolution to designate 
1992 as the "Year of Reconciliation Between 
American Indians and non-Indians." 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 

The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 

By Mr. INOUYE, from the Select Commit
tee on Indian Affairs, without amendment: 

S. 2342. A bill to amend the Act entitled 
"An Act to provide for the disposition of 
funds appropriated to pay judgement in favor 
of the Mississippi Sioux Indians in Indian 
Claims Commission dockets numbered 142, 
359, 360, 361, 362, and 363, and for other pur
poses", approved October 25, 1972 (86 Stat. 
1168 et seq.) (Rept. No. 102-277). 

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER 
COMMUNICATIONS 

The following communications were 
laid before the Senate, together with 
accompanying papers, reports, and doc
uments, which were referred as indi
cated: 

EC-3117. A communication from the Sec
retary of Agriculture, transmitting, pursu
ant to law, the annual report on foreign in
vestment in United States agricultural land 
for calendar year 1991; to the Committee on 
Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 

EC-3118. A communication from the Dep
uty Secretary of Defense, transmitting, pur
suant to law, a report on upgrading Mayport 
Naval State to service and serve as homeport 
for nuclear carriers; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

EC-3119. A communication from the Under 
Secretary of Defense (Acquisition), transmit
ting, pursuant to law, certification of a 
weapons system that has breached its pro
gram unit acquisition cost; to the Commit
tee on Armed Services. 

EC-3120. A communication from the Under 
Secretary of Defense (Acquisition), transmit
ting, pursuant to law, certification of a 
weapons system that has breached its pro
gram unit· acquisition cost; to the Commit
tee on Armed Services. 

EC-3121. A communication from the Direc
tor of the Administrative Office of the Unit
ed States Courts, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the annual report on applications for 
delays of notice and customer challenges 
under the provisions of the Right to Finan
cial Privacy Act; to the Committee on Bank
ing, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

EC-3122. A communication from the Direc
tor of the Office of Thrift Supervision, De
partment of the Treasury, transmitting, pur
suant to law, the annual report on enforce
ment actions and initiatives for calendar 
year 1991; to the Committee on Banking, 
Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

EC-3123. A communication from the Sec
retary of Housing and Urban Development, 
transmitting a draft of proposed legislation 
to make certain programs of the Department 
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of Housing and Urban Development more 
cost-effective, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
Affairs. 

EC-3124. A communication from the Sec
retary of the Interior, transmitting, pursu
ant to law, the Colorado River System Con
sumptive Uses and Losses Report for 1981-
1985; to the Committee on Energy and Natu
ral Resources. 

EC-3125. A communication from the Assist
ant Secretary of the Army (Civil Works), 
transmitting, pursuant to law, a rec
ommendation for modifications to the au
thorized flood damage reduction project for 
the South Fork Zumbro River, Rochester, 
Minnesota; to the Committee on Environ
ment and Public Works. 

EC-3126. A communication from the Ad
ministrator of General Services, transmit
ting, pursuant to law, a proposed prospectus 
for the leasing of space for the Department 
of Agriculture in Greenbelt, Maryland; to 
the Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 

EC-3127. A communication from the Ad
ministrator of General Services, transmit
ting, pursuant to law, informational copies 
of proposed prospectuses; to the Committee 
on Environment and Public Works. 

EC-3128. A communication from the Assist
ant Legal Advisor for Treaty Affairs, Depart
ment of State, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report on international agreements, 
other than treaties, entered into by the 
United States in the sixty day period prior 
to April 23, 1992; to the Committee on For
eign Relations. 

EC-3129. A communication from the Chair
man of the Council of the District of Colum
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, copies of 
D.C. Act 9-188 adopted by the Council on 
April 7, 1992; to the Committee on Govern
mental Affairs. 

EC-3130. A communication from the Chair
man of the Council of the District of Colum-
1bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, copies of 
D.C. Act 9-189 adopted by the Council on 
April 7, 1992; to the Committee on Govern
mental Affairs. 

EC-3131. A communication from the Chair
man of the Council of the District of Colum
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, copies of 
D.C. Act 9-190 adopted by the Council on 
April 7, 1992; to the Committee on Govern
mental Affairs. 

EC-3132. A communication from the Chair
man of the Council of the District of Colum
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, copies of 
D.C. Act 9-191 adopted by the Council on 
April 7, 1992; to the Committee on Govern
mental Affairs. 

EC-3133. A communication from the Chair
man of the Council of the District of Colum
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, copies of 
D.C. Act 9-192 adopted by the Council on 
April 7, 1992; to the Committee on Govern
mental Affairs. 

EC-3134. A communication from the Chair
man of the Council of the District of Colum
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, copies of 
D.C. Act 9-193 adopted by the Council on 
April 7, 1992; to the Committee on Govern
mental Affairs. 

EC-3135. A communication from the Chair
man of the Council of the District of Colum
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, copies of 
D.C. Act 9-194 adopted by the Council on 
April 7, 1992; to the Committee on Govern
mental Affairs. 

EC-3136. A communication from the Chair
man of the Council of the District of Colum
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, copies of 
D.C. Act 9-195 adopted by the Council on 

April 7, 1992; to the Committee on Govern
mental Affairs. 

EC-3137. A communication from the Chair
man of the Council of the District of Colum
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, copies of 
D.C. Act 9-196 adopted by the Council on 
April 7, 1992; to the Committee on Govern
mental Affairs. 

EC-3138. A communication from the Chair
man of the Council of the District of Colum
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, copies of 
D.C. Act 9-197 adopted by the Council on 
April 7, 1992; to the Committee on Govern
mental Affairs. 

EC-3139. A communication from the Chair
man of the Council of the District of Colum
bia, transmitting, pursuant to law, copies of 
D.C. Act 9-198 adopted by the Council on 
April 7, 1992; to the Committee on Govern
mental Affairs. 

EC-3140. A communication from the Chair
man of the Federal Trade Commission, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the annual re
port of the Commission under the Govern
ment in the Sunshine Act for calendar year 
1991; to the Committee on Governmental Af
fairs. 

EC-3141. A communication from the Solici
tor of the United States Commission on Civil 
Rights, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
annual report of the Commission under the 
Government in the Sunshine Act for cal
endar year 1991; to the Committee on Gov
ernmental Affairs. 

EC-3142. A communication from the Presi
dent and Chief Executive Officer of the Over
seas Private Investment Corporation, trans
mitting, pursuant to law, a report on the 
system of internal accounting and adminis
trative controls in effect at the Corporation 
during fiscal year 1991; to the Committee on 
Governmental Affairs. 

EC-3143. A communication from the Chief 
of Staff, Office of the Nuclear Waste Nego
tiator, transmitting, pursuant to law, a re
port on the system of internal accounting 
and administrative controls in effect at the 
Office during fiscal year 1991; to the Commit
tee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC-3144. A communication from the Chair
man of the Federal Communications Com
mission, transmitting, pursuant to law, the 
annual report of the Commission under the 
Government in the Sunshine Act for cal
endar year 1991; to the Committee on Gov
ernmental Affairs. 

EC-3145. A communication from the Comp
troller General of the United States, trans
mitting, pursuant to law, a list of the reports 
issued by the General Accounting Office dur
ing November 1991; to the Committee on 
Governmental Affairs. 

EC-3146. A communication from the Chair
man of the Federal Election Commission, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the annual re
port of the Commission under the Govern
ment in the Sunshine Act for calendar year 
1991; to the Committee on Governmental Af
fairs. 

EC-3147. A communication from the Sec
retary of Health and Human Services, trans
mitting, pursuant to law, a report on the 
health status and health care needs of Amer
ican Indians in California; to the Select 
Committee on Indian Affairs. 

EC-3148. A communication from the Direc
tor of the Administrative Office of the Unit
ed States Courts, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, the annual report on applications for 
court orders made to Federal and state 
courts to permit the interception of wire, 
oral, or electronic communications during 
calendar year 1991; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

EC-3149. A communication from the Chair
man of the National Commission for Em
ployment Policy, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report entitled "The JTPA Education
Coordination Set-Aside: States' Implementa
tion of the Program"; to the Committee on 
Labor &.nd Human Resources. 

EC-3150. A communication from the Sec
retary of Labor, transmitting, pursuant to 
law, a report of the Secretary's Commission 
on Achieving Necessary Skills entitled 
"Learning a Living: A Blueprint for High 
Performance"; to the Committee on Labor 
and Human Resources. 

EC-3151. A communication from the Sec
retary of Education, transmitting, pursuant 
to law, notice of final priority for the Up
ward Bound Math and Science Initiative; to 
the Committee on Labor and Human Re
sources. 

EC-3152. A communication from the Assist
ant Secretary of State (Legislative Affairs), 
transmitting, pursuant to law, certification 
that the Russian Federation, Ukraine, and 
Byelarus are committed to the course of ac
tion described in the Soviet Nuclear Risk Re
duction legislation adopted in December 
1991; to the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu
tions were introduced, read the first 
and second time by unanimous con
sent, and referred as indicated: 

By Mr. JOHNSTON: 
S. 2648. A bill to suspend temporarily the 

duty on 3,7,11,15, tetramethyl-1-hexadecen-3-
01; to the Committee on Finance. 

S. 2649. A bill to suspend temporarily the 
duty on 2,3,5-Trimethylhydroquinone; to the 
Committee on Finance. 

S. 2650. A bill to suspend temporarily the 
duty on riboflavin; to the Committee on Fi
nance. 

By Mr. WOFFORD: 
S. 2651. A bill to extend through December 

31, 1994, the suspension of import duties on 
synthetic rutile; to the Committee on Fi
nance. 

By Mr. BIDEN (for himself, Mr. COHEN, 
Mr. DECONCINI, Mr. SASSER, Mr. 
ROCKEFELLER, Mr. INOUYE, and Mr. 
LIEBERMAN): 

S. 2652. A bill to provide enhanced pen
alties for commission of fraud in connection 
with the provision of or receipt of payment 
for health care services, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BRADLEY: 
S. 2653. A bill to amend the Wild and Sce

nic Rivers Act by designating certain seg
ments and tributaries of the Delaware River 
in Pennsylvania and New Jersey for study 
for potential addition to the National Wild 
and Scenic Rivers System and by authoriz
ing the Secretary of the Interior to designate 
as components of the National Wild and Sce
nic Rivers System those segments and tribu
taries that the Secretary determines are eli
gible for designation, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Energy and Natural Re
sources. 

By Mr. DECONCINI: 
S. 2654. A bill to amend the Land and 

Water Conservation Fund Act of 1965 to en
sure sufficient funding for Federal and State 
projects and for maintenance and security 
needs, to encourage multipurpose acquisi
tions, and for other purposes; to the Commit
tee on Energy and Natural Resources. 

By Mr. SYMMS: 
S. 2655. A bill to extend until January 1, 

1995, the existing suspension of duty on cer-
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tain yttrium bearing materials and com
pounds; to the Committee on Finance. 

By Mr. FORD: 
S. 2656. A bill to amend the Petroleum 

Marketing Practices Act; to the Committee 
on Energy and Natural Resources. 

By Mr. REID: 
S. 2657. A bill to require reauthorizations 

of budget authority for Government pro
grams at least every 10 years, to provide for 
review of Government programs at least 
every 10 years, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on the Budget and the Commit
tee on Governmental Affairs, pursuant to the 
order of August 4, 1977, with instructions if 
one Committee reports, the other Commit
tees have thirty days to report or be dis
charged. 

By Mr. BIDEN: 
S. 2658. A bill to authorize the Secretary of 

Commerce to make grants to States and 
local governments for the construction of 
projects in areas of high unemployment, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on En
vironment and Public Works. 

By Mr. PRYOR (for himself and Mr. 
BOREN): 

S.J. Res. 297. A joint resolution proposing 
an amendment to the Constitution to pro
vide for the direct popular election of the 
President and Vice President of the United 
States; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND 
SENATE RESOLUTIONS 

The following concurrent resolutions 
and Senate resolutions were read, and 
referred (or acted upon), as indicated: 

By Mr. ROTH: 
S. Res. 291. A resolution on Japan's partici

pation in United Nations' peacekeeping oper
ations; to the Committee on Foreign Rela
tions. 

By Mr. FORD (for himself, Mr. STE
VENS, Mr. REID, and Mr. GORTON): 

S. Res. 292. A resolution to authorize cer
tain employees of the Capitol Police to re
ceive lump-sum payments for accumulated 
or accrued annual leave upon separation 
from service, and for other purposes; consid
ered and agreed to. 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. BIDEN (for himself, Mr. 
COHEN, Mr. DECONCINI, Mr. SAS
SER, Mr. ROCKEFELLER, Mr. 
INOUYE, and Mr. LIEBERMAN): 

S. 2652. A bill to provide enhanced 
penalties for commission of fraud in 
connection with the provision of or re
ceipt of payment for health care serv
ices, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 
HEALTH CARE FRAUD PROSECUTION ACT OF 1992 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, today I 
am introducing a bill to address these
rious problem of health care fraud in 
this country and to provide the Federal 
Government with the enforcement 
tools it needs to fight fraud in the 
health care system. 

The health care industry consumes a 
significant portion of this nation's 
wealth-about $738 billion last year 
alone. Experts say that 10 percent of 
these costs-$74 billion a year-are 

caused by fraud and abuse in the health 
care system. Doctors, hospitals, and 
other health care providers are de
frauding patients, the Government, and 
private health insurance companies of 
$200 million every day. 

The exploding cost of health care is 
causing a crisis in this country. Ameri
cans are worried about their ability to 
find and pay for health insurance and 
adequate medical treatment; we often 
hear about the plight of the 35 million 
Americans who cannot afford any med
ical insurance at all. 

But the fact is that the $74 billion 
that is lost to health care fraud each 
year could pay for health insurance for 
all of those who currently lack cov
erage. Fraud is diverting resources 
away from those who need them most-
those without health insurance-and 
sending those billions of dollars to 
health care providers who are rigging 
the system. 

I want to stress that the vast major
ity of doctors, pharmacists, and medi
cal equipment suppliers are honest pro
fessionals. But a few dishonest manipu
lators are driving up rates and threat
ening the integrity of our nation's 
health care system. Some of these 
fraud schemes have involved as much 
as $1 billion in false claims for medical 
services. These fraudulent operators 
often prey upon health care dependent 
elderly Americans. 

Both insurance companies and the 
Federal Government have not done 
enough to prevent and prosecute fraud 
in the health care industry. Insurance 
companies have just begun to devote 
significant resources to detecting 
fraud, and can certainly do more. 

But the Federal Government must 
lead in fighting health care fraud, and 
right now, there is no Federal statute 
specifically aimed at this serious prob
lem. 

Patients and health care insiders 
have no incentive to come forward with 
information about health care fraud. 

There is no criminal penalty aimed 
at doctors whose fraudulent activities 
actually endanger a patient's health, 
which occurs when a doctor charges for 
a necessary medical test but never per
forms that test. 

And we don't require health care 
cheats to pay restitution. 

So doctors and health care providers 
who defraud patients and insurance 
companies rest easy in the knowledge 
that the Federal Government has only 
limited ability to investigate, pros
ecute, and punish. 

As a result, health care providers 
commit about $74 billion in health care 
fraud every year. They submit false 
bills for procedures that were never 
conducted. They request payment for 
the treatment of patients who are long 
since deceased. They pay kickbacks to 
lawyers and others who steer patients 
to them. And they write fraudulent 
prescriptions to patients who then sell 

the prescription drugs on the black 
market. 

Health care fraud can be difficult to 
detect and time consuming to inves
tigate. Current Federal penalties are 
not severe enough to deter this fraud. 
A dermatologist who submitted $170,000 
in false claims received only a 6-month 
prison sentence. And the owner of an 
ambulance service who defrauded the 
Government of $85,000 received only 
probation. Health care providers who 
engage in fraud should know that they 
will be forced to spend a substantial pe
riod in prison. 

While the majority of physicians and 
health care providers do not engage in 
any of this unethical behavior, the sig
nificant minority of health care pro
viders who do engage in fraud are cost
ing us tens of billions of dollars every 
year. They must be rooted out and pun
ished severely. 

The bill I am introducing today, the 
Health Care Fraud Prosecution Act of 
1992, corrects those deficiencies. It will 
enable the Government to go after doc
tors and hospitals and other health 
care providers who defraud patients, 
the Government, and insurance compa
nies. 

This bill will: 
Double the Federal penalties for 

major health care fraud from 5 to 10 
years imprisonment; 

Allow for imprisonment up to 20 
years where the fraud endangered the 
life of a patient or caused serious phys
ical injury; 

Enable patients and health care in
siders to receive rewards for providing 
information that leads to the prosecu
tion of health care cheats; 

Boost funding for FBI agents and 
Federal prosecutors to detect and pros
ecute health care fraud; 

Require doctors who commit fraud to 
pay restitution; and 

Expand the Federal mail fraud stat
ute to include private mail carriers. 

Health care fraud is a problem na
tional in scope and of enormous propor
tions. We need a Federal response to 
address the problem. This bill is a 
major new initiative in the field, and 
with it the Federal Government will be 
able to take a leading role in deterring 
and prosecuting health care fraud na
tionwide. 

I ask unanimous consent that a copy 
of the bill be printed in the CONGRES
SIONAL RECORD, along with a summary 
of the bill, the section-by-section anal
ysis, a factsheet about health care 
fraud, and several letters of support. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

s. 2652 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION I. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Health Care 
Fraud Prosecution Act of 1992". 
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SEC. 2. INCREASED PENALTIES FOR HEALTH 

CARE FRAUD. 
(a) OFFENSE.-Part I of title 18, United 

States Code, is amended by inserting after 
chapter 50A the following new chapter: 

"CHAPI'ER 50B-HEALTH CARE FRAUD 

"Sec. 
"1101. Health care fraud. 
"1102. Penalties. 
"1103. Restitution. 
"§ 1101. Health care fraud 

"(a) DEFINITION.-In this section, the term 
'health care provider' means-

"(1) a physician, nurse, dentist, therapist, 
pharmacist, or other professional provider of 
health care; and 

"(2) a hospital, health maintenance organi
zation, pharmacy, laboratory, clinic, or 
other health care facility or a provider of 
medical services, medical devices, medical 
equipment, or other medical supplies. 

"(b) OFFENSE.-A health care provider that 
engages in conduct constituting an offense 
under section 1341 or 1343 for the purpose of 
or in connection with the provision of health 
care services or supplies or the payment 
therefor or reimbursement of the costs 
thereof, when-

"(1) the amount of loss caused by the 
fraudulent conduct exceeds $10,000; or 

"(2) the offender had previously been con
victed of fraud in Federal or State court, 
shall be fined under this title, imprisoned in 
accordance with section 1102, or both. 
"§ 1102. Penalties 

"(a) IN GENERAL.-In the case of an offense 
under section 1101 not described in sub
section (b) or (c), the offender shall be sen
tenced to a term of imprisonment of not 
more than 10 years. 

"(b) SERIOUS PHYSICAL INJURY OR 
ENDANGERMENT OF LIFE OF PATIENT.-In the 
case of an offense under section 1101 that

"(1) caused serious physical injury to a pa
tient; or 

"(2) endangered the life of a patient, 
the offender shall be sentenced to a term of 
imprisonment of not more than 20 years. 

"(C) DEATH OF PATIENT.-In the case of an 
offense under section 1101 that caused the 
death of a patient, the offender shall be sen
tenced to a term of imprisonment of not 
more than life. 
"§ 1103. Restitution 

"In sentencing an offender convicted under 
section 1101, the court-

"(1) shall order the offender to pay restitu
tion to the patient and, if the payor was the 
United States, to the payor, for loss sus
tained as a result of the offender's fraudulent 
activity; and 

"(2) may order the offender to pay restitu
tion to others who sustained losses as a re
sult of the offender's fraudulent activity.". 

(b) TECHNICAL AMENDMENT.-The part anal
ysis for part I of title 18, United States Code, 
is amended by inserting after the item for 
chapter 50A the following new item: 

"50B. Health care fraud.". 
SEC. 3. CIVIL AND CRIMINAL FORFEITURE OF 

FRAUD PROCEEDS. 
(a) CIVIL FORFEITURE.-Section 981(a)(1) of 

title 18, United States Code, is amended-
(1) by redesignating subparagraph (E) as 

subparagraph (F); and 
(2) by inserting after subparagraph (D) the 

following new subparagraph: 
"(E) Any real or personal property that 

constitutes or is derived from proceeds trace
able to an offense under section 1101. ". 

(b) CRIMINAL FORFEITURE.-Section 982(a) 
of title 18, United States Code, is amended by 
adding at the end the following new para
graph: 

"(5) The court, in imposing sentence on a 
person convicted of an offense under section 
1101, shall order that the offender forfeit to 
the United States any real or personal prop
erty constituting or derived from proceeds 
that the offender obtained directly or indi
rectly as the result of the offense.". 
SEC. 4. REWARDS FOR INFORMATION LEADING 

TO PROSECUTION AND CONVICTION. 
Section 3059 of title 18, United States Code, 

is amended by adding at the end the follow
ing new subsection: 

"(c)(1) In special circumstances and in the 
Attorney General's sole discretion, the At
torney General may make a payment of up 
to $10,000 to a person who furnishes informa
tion unknown to the Government relating to 
a possible prosecution under section 1101. 

"(2) A person is not eligible for a payment 
under paragraph (1) if-

"(A) the person is a current or former offi
cer or employee of a Federal or State gov
ernment agency or instrumentality who fur
nishes information discovered or gathered in 
the course of government employment; 

"(B) the person knowingly participated in 
the offense; 

"(C) the information furnished by the per
son consists of allegations or transactions 
that have been disclosed to the public-

"(i) in a criminal, civil, or administrative 
proceeding; 

"(ii) in a congressional, administrative or 
General Accounting Office report, hearing, 
audit, or investigation; or 

"(iii) by the news media, unless the person 
is the original source of the information; or 

"(D) when, in the judgment of the Attor
ney General, it appears that a person whose 
illegal activities are being prosecuted or in
vestigated could benefit from the award. 

"(3) For the purposes of paragraph 
(2)(C)(iii), the term 'original source' means a 
person who has direct and independent 
knowledge of the information that is fur
nished and has voluntarily provided the in
formation to the Government prior to disclo
sure by the news media. 

"(4) Neither the failure of the Attorney 
General to authorize a payment under para
graph (1) nor the amount authorized shall be 
subject to judicial review.". 
SEC. 5. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There are authorized to be appropriated in 
fiscal year 1993 for the purposes of carrying 
out the purposes of this Act and the amend
ments made by this Act-

(1) $22,500,000 for the Federal Bureau of In
vestigation to hire, equip, and train no fewer 
than 225 special agents and support staff to 
investigate health-care fraud cases; 

(2) $5,000,000 to hire, equip, and train no 
fewer than 50 assistant United States Attor
neys and support staff to prosecute health
care fraud cases; and 

(3) $2,500,000 to hire, equip, and train no 
fewer than 25 investigators in the Office of 
Inspector General, Department of Health and 
Human Services, to be devoted exclusively to 
health-care fraud cases. 
SEC. 6. BROADENING APPLICATION OF MAIL 

FRAUD STATUTE. 
Section 1341 of title 18, United States Code, 

is amended-
(1) by inserting " or deposits or causes to be 

deposited any matter or thing whatever to 
be sent or delivered by any private or com
mercial interstate carrier," after "Postal 
Service,"; and 

(2) by inserting "or such carrier" after 
"causes to be delivered by mail". 

SUMMARY OF THE HEALTH CARE FRAUD 
PROSECUTION ACT OF 1992 

Creates new federal penalties for mail and 
wire fraud committed by doctors, phar
macists and other health-care providers, 
punishable by up to 10 years imprisonment 
and fines of up to $250,000. 

Doubles the penalty-to a maximum of 20 
years in prison-for health-care fraud that 
results in serious bodily injury to the pa
tient (e.g., where a doctor charges for a med
ical test, the test is never performed, and the 
failure causes serious injury to the patient). 
If the fraudulent act results in death, the 
provider may be sentenced to life imprison
ment. 

Requires health-care cheats to pay manda
tory restitution to patients and government 
agencies. 

Authorizes federal law enforcement agen
cies to seize and forfeit the ill-gotten profits 
of health-care fraud. 

Authorizes rewards of up to $10,000 to pa
tients, health-care insiders, and others for 
information that leads to the arrest and 
prosecution of health-care fraud schemes. 

Expands the federal mail fraud statute to 
include private mail carriers (e.g., Federal 
Express), which are frequently used to cir
cumvent the mail fraud law. 

Boosts funding for FBI agents, federal 
prosecutors, and 'other criminal investiga
tors to detect and prosecute health-care 
fraud schemes. 

TEN FACTS ABOUT HEALTH CARE FRAUD 
In 1991 health care fraud cost this country 

over $70 billion: $300 stolen for every Amer
ican man, woman and child. 

The amount lost to health care fraud each 
year could pay for health insurance for the 
35 million Americans who currently lack 
coverage. 

Federal losses due to fraud in the Medicare 
and Medicaid programs are estimated at 
close to $17 billion, yet last year the govern
ment recovered less than 1% of that amount 
in civil and criminal fines and settlements 
from fraud prosecutions in those programs. 

Doctors, hospitals, and other health care 
providers are defrauding patients, the gov
ernment and private insurance companies at 
the rate of $200 million every day. 

The federal and state governments spent 
over $300 billion on health care last year, $30 
billion of which went to fraud. 
If the government could cut its losses from 

health care fraud by just one third, the sav
ings could pay for all of the following pro
grams: health insurance for all children and 
pregnant women currently uninsured; dou
bling federal funding for AIDS research; and, 
food and nutrition education for all poor 
children and pregnant women who are eligi
ble but who do not currently receive such 
services. 

The federal agency that runs Medicare and 
Medicaid (the Department of Health and 
Human Services) has only 268 agents nation
wide-to monitor over $400 billion in federal 
spending on health care, social security and 
other programs. 

On average, 10% of each American's health 
insurance premiums goes to pay for fraudu
lent claims. 

A single fraud scheme in California in
volved over $1 billion in false claims formed
ical services. 

Investing in anti-fraud activities can 
produce four dollars in savings-recoveries 
from fraudulent crooks-for every dollar 
spent. 

THE HEALTH-CARE FRAUD PROSECUTION ACT 
OF 1992 

SECTION-BY -SECTION ANALYSIS 
Section 1. Short Title. 
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This section provides that the Act may be 

cited as the "Health Care Fraud Prosecution 
Act of 1992." 

Section 2. Increased Penalties for Health 
Care Fraud. 

Health-care fraud may cost as much as 50 
billion dollars per year, according to the 
Health Insurance Association of America. 
The "Health Care Fraud Prosecution Act of 
1992" (the "Act") addresses this problem on 
a number of fronts, including increased pen
alties, mandatory restitution, and new inves
tigative tools for federal law enforcement 
agencies. 

Section 2 of the Act would establish a new 
chapter in title 18 of the United States Code 
to increase penalties for serious health-care 
fraud schemes. The proposed section 1101 of 
title 18, United States Code, would establish 
a new criminal prohibition of major health 
care fraud and, in conjunction with the pro
posed 18 U.S.C. §1102, would increase pen
alties for such fraud. It would cover health 
care fraud where the cost of the fraud is 
greater than $10,000 or where the defendant 
health care provider has previously been con
victed of fraud in state or federal court. The 
thresholds were established to limit the ap
plication of the enhanced penalties to the 
most serious cases of health care fraud. 

This new criminal prohibition on health 
care fraud would not increase federal crimi
nal jurisdiction because it requires that 
there be an underlying violation of the exist
ing mail or wire fraud statutes. See 18 U.S.C. 
§§1341, 1343. Currently most health care fraud 
is prosecuted under these statutes. 

The new section 1102 would set forth the 
penalties for various types of health-care 
fraud offenses. The mail fraud statute, under 
which most health care fraud currently is 
prosecuted, allows a maximum penalty of 
five years imprisonment. 18 U.S.C. §1341. The 
new section 1102 would increase the maxi
mum penalty for major health care fraud to 
ten years imprisonment. If the fraud caused 
serious physical injury to a patient or endan
gered a patient's life, the maximum penalty 
would be twenty years. If the fraud caused 
the death of a patient, the maximum penalty 
would be life imprisonment. This provision is 
similar to federal penalties under the Con
trolled Substances Act (21 U.S.C. Sec. 801 et 
seq.), which provides for life imprisonment 
for drug trafficking where the offense causes 
the death of another person. See e.q., 21 
U.S.C. §841(b)(1)(A). The maximum criminal 
fine for health care fraud would be $250,000. 
See 18 U.S.C. §3571(b)(3). 

Under current law, sentencing courts have 
the discretion to decide whether to require 
restitution from criminal defendants. 18 
U.S.C. §3556. The new section 1103 would re
quire courts to order that individuals and 
corporations convicted of health care fraud 
pay restitution to patients and to the federal 
government for any losses due to the fraud. 
Sentencing courts would retain the discre
tion to decide whether to require convicted 
defendants to pay restitution to state gov
ernments, insurance companies and others 
harmed by the fraud. 

Section 3. Civil and Criminal Forfeiture of 
Fraud Proceeds. 

Health care fraud-illegally extracting 
payments from patients, the government and 
health insurance companies-is a crime mo
tivated by greed. This provision would make 
it easier for law enforcement to seize that 
which motivated the crime: the proceeds 
from the fraud. 

Section 3, subsection (a), of the Act would 
amend 18 U.S.C. §981 and allow the U.S. gov
ernment to forfeit civilly the proceeds from 

health care fraud. This provision is narrower 
than the federal civil drug forfeiture law, 21 
U.S.C. §881, which permits forfeiture of any 
real property which is used to facilitate a 
drug crime. Subsection (a) tracks the lan
guage for civil forfeiture of the proceeds of 
financial institution fraud. See 18 U.S.C. 
§ 981(a)(1)(C). 

Subsection (b) would amend 18 U.S.C. §982 
and allow the government to forfeit crimi
nally the proceeds from health care fraud. 
This provision tracks the language for crimi
nal forfeiture of the proceeds of financial in
stitution fraud. See 18 U.S.C. §982(a)(2). 

Section 4. Rewards for information leading 
to prosecution and conviction. 

Law enforcement officials rely on tips 
from patients, health care insiders and oth
ers to discover much of the health care fraud 
that they prosecute. This provision would 
aid law enforcement by providing an incen
tive for informers to come forward with in
formation about health care fraud. It would 
amend 18 U.S.C. §3059 and authorize the At
torney General to award up to $10,000 for in
formation about health care fraud. Rewards 
could not be granted to those who knowingly 
participated in the illegal activity or to gov
ernment employees who learned the informa
tion in the course of their employment. This 
provision generally tracks the language of 18 
U.S.C. §3059A, which authorizes rewards for 
information about financial institution of
fenses. 

Section 5. Authorization of Appropriations. 
Section 5 of the Act would increase funding 

for prosecutors, FBI agents, and other fed
eral investigators to investigate and pros
ecute health-care fraud cases. 

The Act authorizes $22,500,000 to hire, 
equip, and train not less than 225 new FBI 
special agents and support staff. This level of 
funding would provide sufficient resources to 
establish a four-person health-care fraud 
"working group" in each of the FBI's 56 field 
offices. The authorization, however, gives 
the FBI Director discretion as to the actual 
allocation of FBI agents among field offices. 

The Act authorizes an additional $5,000,000 
to hire not less than 50 additional Assistant 
United States Attorneys (AUSA) to pros
ecute health-care fraud cases. This level of 
funding provides one additional AUSA for 
every 4-5 new FBI special agents. 

Finally, the Act authorizes $2,500,000 to 
hire, equip, and train not less than 25 addi
tional investigators in the Office of Inspec
tor General in the Department of Health and 
Human Services. Numerous studies have doc
umented that there are an insufficient num
ber of HHS investigators to track down 
health-care fraud cases. 

Section 6. Broadening Application of Mail 
Fraud Statute. 

Businesses, including those involved in 
health care, are increasingly using private 
interstate carriers as an alternative to the 
postal service for the delivery of correspond
ence, documents and goods. This section 
would expand application of the mail fraud 
statute to include deliveries by private 
interstate carriers. This language is iden
tical to that in section 2203 of the 1991 Crime 
Bill Conference Report. 

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION FOR HOME CARE, 
Washington, DC, April 24, 1992. 

Hon. JOSEPH R. BIDEN, Jr., 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR BIDEN: Thank you for the 
opportunity to comment on the Health Care 
Fraud Prosecution Act of 1992. The National 
Association for Home Care [NAHC] is the na
tion's largest professional association rep-

resenting providers of in-home health care 
and supportive services to the ill and dis
abled. On behalf of our 6,000 member organi
zations we commend you on your efforts to 
prevent and prosecute health care fraud. 

As health care costs skyrocket and as Con
gress looks to find the dollars to enact com
prehensive health care reform and long-term 
care legislation, it is particularly crucial 
that the dollars that are being spent by the 
Federal government go to legitimate care of 
appropriate beneficiaries. Your legislation 
would go a long way to help to ensure this 
objective. We support and applaud your ef
forts and would be proud to work with you 
on this legislation. 

Please call upon us for whatever assistance 
you might need. 

Sincerely, 
DAYLE BERKE, 

Director of Government Affairs. 

THE SENIORS COALITION, 
April 28, 1992. 

Senator JOSEPH R. BIDEN, Jr., 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR BIDEN, we at the Seniors 
Coalition applaud your legislation "The 
Health Care Fraud Prosecution Act of 1992" 
which will punish those health care provid
ers who commit fraud not only against the 
elderly, who are hurt most, but all American 
taxpayers. 

It is critical that health care cost be 
brought under control and it makes a great 
deal of sense to begin by tackling issues such 
as health care fraud. 

The Seniors Coalition believes that pas
sage of this legislation will not only cut the 
cost of health care, but help restore integ
rity to, and faith in, the health care profes
sion. 

I might add that increasing prosecution of 
health care fraud is a key part of our own 
health care proposal put together with the 
help of our membership and recently pub
lished in our newspaper the Senior Class. 

We pledge our support and hope that Con
gress will move quickly to approve "The 
Health Care Fraud Prosecution Act of 1992." 

Sincerely, 
JAKE HANSEN 

Executive Director. 

By Mr. BRADLEY: 
S. 2653. A bill to amend the Wild and 

Scenic Rivers Act by designating cer
tain segments and tributaries of the 
Delaware River in Pennsylvania and 
New Jersey for study for potential ad
dition to the National Wild and Scenic 
Rivers System and by authorizing the 
Secretary of the Interior to designate 
as components of the National Wild 
and Scenic Rivers System those seg
ments and tributaries that the Sec
retary determines are eligible for des
ignation, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re
sources. 

DELAWARE RIVER WILD AND SCENIC RIVER ACT 
• Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I rise 
today to introduce legislation which 
could lead to the protection and preser
vation of much of the Delaware River 
between Washington Crossing, NJ, and 
the Delaware Water Gap. This legisla
tion calls for the Park Service to initi
ate the process to designate this 
stretch of the river as an addition to 
the Nation's inventory of wild and sce
nic rivers. 
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The bill is intended to complement 

the work begun in the House of Rep
resentatives by Congressman KOST
MAYER. For over a decade, the Con
gressman has shown real leadership on 
the issue of river protection and, re
cently, his bill-H.R. 3457-was passed 
by the House. It is time for the Senate 
to act. 

My bill is not identical to Congress
man KOSTMAYER's. While the river seg
ments referred to in both bills are simi
lar, my bill considers a larger stretch 
of the Delaware River. This legislation 
includes parts of the river in northern 
Hunterdon and Warren Counties that 
are still relatively pristine and prob
ably deserve additional protection. Ad
ditionally, the Kostmayer legislation 
calls for immediate designation of 31 
miles of the river as wild and scenic. 
The bill I'm introducing reflects the 
comments of the New Jersey Depart
ment of Environmental Protection and 
Energy [NJDEPE] and calls for a study 
period prior to designation. This study 
will allow for an assessment of detailed 
data on the historic and ecological val
ues. But, just as important, it will 
allow for the public meetings and com
ments that are so necessary to the de
velopment of a feasible and effective 
management plan. Such a plan, which 
forms the heart of an overall preserva
tion effort, must be based in the under
standing and commitment of the local 
citizens. It is on them that much of the 
responsibility for protection falls. 

Today I am introducing legislation · 
that accepts the recommendations of 
the NJDEPE. However, I have also 
talked with Congressman KOSTMAYER 
and find many of his arguments for a 
more ambitious strategy compelling. 
Mr. President, I will be urging my col
leagues on the Senate Energy Commit
tee to hold a hearing on this issue at 
the earliest opportunity. I will look 
closely at that hearing and the com
ments we receive for guidance as to 
what is ultimately the best path to 
proceed by. 

These stretches of the Delaware 
River are within an hour or two drive 
of roughly 25 million Americans, and it 
must be considered in this context. 
This is not Idaho or Montana. People 
have been settled in the Delaware 
River valley for over 300 years. Yet it is 
hard to travel this riverway and not 
feel compelled by its lasting beauty 
and rustic nature. On its banks are 
still rolling hills and forests, farms, 
and sleepy country towns. It may not 
be completely undeveloped, but it is 
largely unspoiled. 

This river should not be overlooked 
or disregarded because of its long his
tory. On the contrary, its situation and 
history provide the rationale for pres
ervation and protection. 

Mr. President, I will push for hear
ings and action on this bill as soon as 
possible. I ask unanimous consent to 
print the text of the bill following my 
remarks. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

s. 2653 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Delaware 
River Wild and Scenic River Act of 1992". 
SEC. 2. WILD AND SCENIC RIVER DESIGNATION. 

Section 3(a) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Act (16 U.S.C. 1274(a)) is amended by adding 
at the end the following new paragraph: 

"( __ ) DELAWARE RIVER, PENNSYLVANIA 
AND NEW JERSEY.-(A) The river segments 
and tributaries designated for potential addi
tion to the National Wild and Scenic Rivers 
System by the amendment made by section 
3(a) of the Delaware River Wild and Scenic 
River Act of 1992 that are determined eligible 
by the Secretary of the Interior in accord
ance with the amendment made by section 
3(b) of such Act, to be administered by the 
Secretary of the Interior. 

"(B)(i) In preparing the comprehensive 
management plan for the segments and trib
utaries described in subparagraph (A), the 
Secretary of the Interior shall work in con
junction with appropriate Federal, State, re
gional, and local agencies, including-

"(!) the Pennsylvania Department of Envi
ronmental Resources; 

"(IT) the New Jersey Department of Envi
ronmental Protection and Energy; 

"(ill) the Delaware River Basin Commis
sion; and 

"(IV) the Delaware and Raritan Canal 
Commission. 

"(ii) In preparing and implementing the 
comprehensive management plan for the seg
ments and tributaries described in subpara
graph (A), the Secretary of the Interior 
shall-

"(!) consider existing State and local regu
lation and avoid creating duplicative regu
latory authority; and 

"(IT) consider public input from conserva
tion organizations, watershed associations, 
and private landowners. 

"(C) The designation of the segments and 
tributaries described in subparagraph (A), 
and any subsequent management or develop
ment plan prepared to implement the des
ignation, shall not be used in a proceeding or 
otherwise to-

"(i) preclude, prevent, restrict, or interfere 
with-

"(!) the completion, continued or changed 
operation, maintenance, repair, reconstruc
tion, replacement, or modification of-

"(aa) the Gilbert Generating Station and 
associated facilities; 

"(bb) the Point Pleasant Pumping Station 
and associated facilities; or 

"(cc) any other water supply intake, waste 
water outfall, or pipeline crossing in exist
ence on the date of enactment of this para
graph; or 

"(IT) the licensing, permitting, relicensing, 
or repermitting of any station or associated 
facility described in item (aa) or (bb) of sub
clause (I); or 

"(ii) preclude or interfere with the licens
ing, permitting, construction, operation, 
maintenance, repair, relicensing, or reper
mitting of any addition to any facility de
scribed in item (aa) or (bb) of clause (i)(l), 
if-

"(1) the addition is outside the boundaries 
of the segments and tributaries described in 
subparagraph (A); 

"(II) impounded backwater from the addi
tion does not intrude on a segment or tribu
tary described in subparagraph (A); and 

"(Ill) the recreational, geologic, fish and 
wildlife, historic, cultural, and other similar 
values present in the segments and tribu
taries described in subparagraph (A) on the 
date of enactment of this Act are not unrea
sonably diminished by the addition. 

"(D)(i) Subject to clause (ii), the designa
tion of the segments and tributaries de
scribed in subparagraph (A), and any subse
quent management or development plan pre
pared to implement the designation, shall 
not be used in a proceeding or otherwise to 
preclude, prevent, restrict, or interfere 
with-

"(!) the present or future access to, or op
eration, maintenance, repair, reconstruction, 
replacement, or modification of, any electric 
or gas transmission or distribution line 
across the segments and tributaries de
scribed in subparagraph (A); or 

"(II) the licensing, permitting, relicensing, 
or repermitting of any electric or gas trans
mission or distribution line across the seg
ments and tributaries described in subpara
graph (A). 

"(ii) Each electric or gas transmission or 
distribution line constructed across a seg
ment or tributary described in subparagraph 
(A) after the date of enactment of this para
graph shall be located no further than 1/2 

mile from the centering of any transmission 
or distribution line across the segment or 
tributary as in existence on the date of en
actment of this paragraph.". 
SEC. 3. WILD AND SCENIC RIVER STUDY. 

(a) DESIGNATION FOR STUDY.-Section 5(a) 
of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act (16 U.S.C. 
1276(a)) is amended by adding at the end the 
following new paragraph: 

"( __ ) DELAWARE RIVER, PENNSYLVANIA 
AND NEW JERSEY.-(A) The approximately 7.2-
mile segment from the Erie Lackawanna 
Railroad Bridge to the northern border of 
the town of Belvidere, New Jersey. 

"(B) The approximately 12.5-mile segment 
from the southern border of the town of 
Belvidere, New Jersey, to the northern bor
der of the city of Easton, Pennsylvania. 

"(C) The approximately 9.5-mile segment 
from the southern border of the town of Phil
lipsburg, New Jersey, to a point just north of 
the Gilbert Generating Station. 

"(D) The approximately 14.2-mile segment 
from a point just south of the Gilbert Gener
ating Station to a point just north of the 
Point Pleasant Pumping Station. 

"(E) The approximately 6.5-mile segment 
from a point just south of the Point Pleasant 
Pumping Station to the north side of the 
Route 202 bridge. 

"(F) The approximately 6-mile segment 
from the southern boundary of the town of 
New Hope, Pennsylvania, to the town of 
Washington Crossing, Pennsylvania. 

"(G) The Cook's Creek tributary. 
"(H) The Tinicum Creek tributary. 
"(I) The Tohickon Creek tributary.". 
(b) ELIGIBILITY STUDY AND REPORT.-Sec

tion 5(b) of such Act (16 U.S.C. 1276(b)) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new paragraph: 

"( __ )(A) The study of the river seg
ments and tributaries designated for poten
tial addition to the National Wild and Scenic 
Rivers System by the amendment made by 
section 3(a) of the Delaware River Wild and 
Scenic River Act of 1992 shall-

"(i) be completed and the report submitted 
to Congress not later than 1 year after the 
date of enactment of this paragraph; and 

"(ii) include a determination of the eligi
bility (in accordance with subparagraph (B)) 
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of each segment and tributary for designa
tion as a component of the National Wild 
and Scenic Rivers System. 

"(B) A segment or tributary described in 
subparagraph (A) shall be eligible for des
ignation as a component of the National 
Wild and Scenic Rivers System if the seg
ment or tributary-

"(i) is free-flowing; 
"(11) possesses in conjunction with related 

adjacent land areas at least one recreational, 
geologic, fish and wildlife, historic, cultural, 
or similar value that the Secretary of the In
terior determines to be outstanding; 

"(iii) is largely undeveloped; and 
"(iv) ·meets such other criteria as the Sec

retary of the Interior determines to be ap
propriate.". 
SEC. 4. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There are authorized to be appropriated 
such sums as are necessary to carry out this 
Act and the amendments made by this Act.• 

By Mr. DECONCINI: 
S. 2654. A bill to amend the Land and 

Water Conservation Fund Act of 1965 to 
ensure efficient funding for Federal 
and State projects and for maintenance 
and security needs, to encourage multi
purpose acquisitions, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Energy and 
Natural Resources. 

LAND AND WATER CONSERVATION FUND 
AMENDMENTS 

• Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, the 
events of the past week on the west 
coast have reinforced the conviction in 
my mind that there is a need for this 
country to reorder its own priorities. 
We in Congress must accept the respon
sibility of leading that change. Today, 
I propose a small step down that new 
road. I do not pretend that it will solve 
all our problems. I ask, however, that 
we begin. 

Today, as a small, but significant 
step in that direction, I am introducing 
the Land and Water Conservation Fund 
Amendments of 1992. This legislation 
will require that we live up to the com
mitment we made to all of our citizens 
to provide outdoor recreation opportu
nities. While an unfortunate and tragic 
coincidence, what happened in Los An
geles last week points, at least in part, 
to the need for this legislation. We 
must refocus our attention to the 
needs of our cities. 

The land and water conservation 
fund was established in 1964 to fund 
Federal and State programs for out
door recreation. Sources of funding 
were provided, including user fees and 
surplus property sales. Most impor
tantly, revenue from offshore oil and 
gas leasing activities was provided as a 
principal source of revenue for the land 
and water conservation fund. By doing 
this, Congress provided that the deple
tion of one nonrenewable public re
source-offshore oil and gas deposits
would be earmarked as the means by 
which our most important and indefi
nitely renewable resource-our peo
ple-would receive opportunities for 
healthy, safe, outdoor recreation. 

We can provide those opportunities 
and meet the needs of our citizens for 

recreation even in tough economic 
times. This year, it is estimated that 
revenue produced from all of the fund
ing sources which support the land and 
water conservation fund activities will 
be nearly $880 million. Current law sets 
the annual appropriation ceiling for 
Federal and State purposes at $900 mil
lion. However, the President requested 
in his fiscal year 1993 budget only $366 
million, and most of that is for Federal 
land acquisitions. The land and water 
conservation fund presently reflects a 
cumulative balance at the end of the 
year of $8.5 billion which should have 
been available for State and Federal 
outdoor recreation purposes. 

The land and water conservation 
fund has been the principal source of 
funding for national parks, national 
recreation areas, wildlife refuges, wet
lands protection, and other important 
Federal land acquisitions since 1964. No 
one, least of all this Senator, would 
deny that the fund has been of ines
timable public benefit to our country. 
However, serious problems have crept 
into the process of administering the 
fund. Over the years, those problems 
have grown to a point where, in my 
opinion, legislation is required to fix 
them. 

This legislation is not intended in 
any way to disparage our national 
goals of protecting wildlife habitat and 
wilderness areas; rather, it is intended 
to redress other areas of recreation op
portunities that have been neglected in 
the recent past. To make my point, I 
need simply ask what we spent in 
inner-city Los Angeles or surrounding 
communities while we were spending 
millions in acquiring Federal land in 
the Santa Monica Mountains? There 
are lists of projects in that area for pic
nic tables, playgrounds, playing fields, 
and for improved handicapped access 
that went-and are going-unfulfilled. 
Could we have helped change the face 
of past days, even a little? 

The problems can be very simply 
stated: 

First, although the land and water 
conservation fund was originally cre
ated to respond to a clearly identified 
need to supply present and future out
door recreational opportunities for our 
people and to meet those needs through 
a partnership between Federal, State, 
and local agencies, we have allowed 
ourselves to be diverted from the origi
nal goals and partnership. We have fo
cussed almost solely on the Federal 
land acquisition side of that relation
ship. In recent years, virtually all the 
money was spent to buy land for Fed
eral agencies to manage. Very little 
money since 1980, and less and less 
more recently, was channeled through 
the State grants program for State and 
local projects. That imbalance in the 
distribution of the funding has left the 
majority of our citizens with less real 
access to outdoor recreation than the 
original land and water conservation 

fund intended. We must correct that 
imbalance. 

State projects are varied. Many, if 
not most, involve the purchase and de
velopment of parks. Some State park 
projects are large. Some park projects 
include large-scale facilities such as 
marinas or multiple playing fields. 
Some parks are specialized, protecting 
archeological or cultural sites or spe
cific natural resources. Some projects 
are within or adjoining already estab
lished areas and are smaller in scale. 
These projects range from paved or 
graveled paths, seating, and lighting to 
providing picnic tables, restrooms, 
playgrounds, or updating playground 
equipment. Most State or local 
projects include more than one type of 
activity and incorporate not only needs 
for many kinds of human activities, 
but also environmental goals such as 
wetland protection, urban habitats for 
wildlife, or reintroduction of wildlife to 
areas. Projects may be targeted for 
urban areas now rundown or blighted 
and in need of restoration and revital
ization. Small rural areas and commu
ni ties in need of recreational resources 
for their children and older citizens 
also benefit from the stateside compo
nent of the land and water conserva
tion fund. These projects are all a real 
investment in the basic infrastructure 
of our Nation and our communities. 

Second, vast revenues are produced 
every year, primarily from depletion of 
the public resources in oil and gas on 
the Outer Continental Shelf. Those rev
enues were originally intended to fund 
our investment in public recreation. 
Literally billions of dollars are re
ported to have been collected from the 
sales or receipts of disposal of public 
property or resources. That money 
should have gone to alleviate the 
human needs for the public health and 
social benefits supplied from rec
reational opportunities furnished 
through the fund. We did not spend 
that money for the purposes which we, 
or our predecessors in Congress, had 
set for it. Instead, the President did 
not request and the Congress did not 
appropriate funds near the annual ceil
ings set for land and water conserva
tion fund purposes. The result is that, 
although the Federal acquisition side 
received many times what the States 
did, neither Federal nor State agencies 
received what they could have-and 
were intended to receive. I am deeply 
troubled by the fact that, despite many 
hearings held on other legislation af
fecting the land and water conserva
tion fund, it is still not clear exactly 
where all the nonappropriated funds 
were spent. We seem only to know that 
we did not spend them on the perma
nent investment in our people and 
their access to recreational resources. 
We have the obligation to correct that 
problem. 

Third, although our native American 
and Alaska Native citizens are entitled 
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to derive benefits from the fund, it has 
never been clear how tribal govern
ments could participate in obtaining 
grant funding for the needs of their 
people. We must address that problem 
as well. We need to clearly set out a 
process by which our first citizens can · 
receive funds for their programs with
out infringing on their right to express 
their inherent tribal sovereignty. 

I would like now to provide the his
torical backdrop for the establishment 
of the land and water conservation 
fund. 

In 1958, Congress enacted legislation 
authorizing the Outdoor Recreation 
Resources Review Commission. We 
charged it to determine needs of the 
United States for outdoor recreation 
through the year 2000. The Commission 
performed its work admirably and gave 
us its final report in 1962. The Commis
sion found, among other things, a swift 
growth in demand for recreational op
portunities after World War II which 
was not being met with adequate fund
ing for the acquisition and develop
ment of recreational facilities. The 
Commission found outdoor recreation 
opportunities to be a public health re
quirement, and an essential public 
service deserving full consideration in 
the budget process. One of the rec
ommendations made by the Commis
sion was a Federal program of grants
in-aid to provide matching funds to 
States to stimulate recreation plan
ning and to assist in the development 
of facilities and land for public outdoor 
recreation. In response to the Commis
sion's report in ·1964, Congress enacted 
the land and water conservation fund. 

Since 1964, public needs for outdoor 
recreation have grown phenomenally, 
far beyond what anyone could have 
foreseen after World War II. In a soci
ety that spends most of its working life 
indoors, seated, outdoor recreation is 
not merely desirable, it is a real neces
sity of life. Health experts tell us that 
we will all die younger, sooner, if we do 
not exercise. We all need safe places to 
jog, to walk, to swim, or to row. Men
tally and spiritually, we desperately 
need urban parks with trees and flow
ers and birds to restore the equilibrium 
of our spirits. 

Today, even more than in 1964, we are 
a society that increasingly is bound to 
an urban, concrete existence. There are 
increasing numbers of children and 
young adults with nothing to do and no 
where to go in their leisure time. The 
energy level of these young bodies is as 
high as it has always been. Yet, there 
are fewer healthy, safe, and beneficial 
ways to use that energy. I do not say 
that outdoor recreation is a salvation 
alone in the face of drugs, depression, 
and despair. However, we can show that 
in cities where we offer meaningful 
outdoor recreational opportunities for 
their youth, gang-related activities go 
down, crimes of vandalism go down. 
Our youth need open space and recre-

ation-and we owe it to them and to 
ourselves to provide it. If building a 
park or a playground or providing a 
swimming pool or a basketball court 
will keep youngsters off street corners 
and involve them in something better 
than gangs, I say-let's do it. 

I am sure that there will be those 
people who will say that what I propose 
is frivolous. Some people will even say 
that what I propose cannot be done ex
cept at the expense of other very 
worthwhile projects. Well, I do not 
think that living up to the purpose of 
providing a permanent, long-term cap
ital investment in the healthy environ
ment of our country and the health of 
our citizens is frivolous. I believe that 
our people, our landscape, and our soci
ety are very serious topics, and I think 
they are worth the money. For the 
foreseeable future, the leasing of the 
public oil and gas resources offshore is 
going to continue and already leased 
lands are going to produce large 
amounts of money. Mr. President, I 
firmly believe that money produced 
fro.m depletion of a resource belonging 
to all the people should be reinvested 
in outdoor recreation areas and devel
opments which are a part of the perma
nent estate of this Nation. That money 
should buy assets for the use, benefit, 
and enjoyment of all its citizens now 
and in the future. 

For those who say this cannot now be 
done, because in recent years that 
money has been diverted to other 
things and those other programs are 
now dependent on that money, I say, 
"what things," and "how much" are 
those programs receiving? It may very 
well be that the priorities should be 
changed. It is certainly true that until 
we know where the excess funds we left 
unappropriated for Federal, State, and 
local outdoor recreation uses were in 
fact used, we can make no good judg
ments on the priorities which should be 
met. In the meantime, we do know 
what we should have been doing, and 
what we did not do. I think it is appro
priate to make a serious course correc
tion now in favor of a healthy people 
and a healthy environment. 

I also want to remind my colleagues 
of another fact-the mere acquisition 
of land does not ensure access or use. 
Land acquisition in and of itself does 
not create jobs. However, when land or 
water interests are acquired for a pub
lic recreation purpose, jobs are created. 
There is work in planning and apprais
ing. Building parks and facilities em
ploys construction workers, and run
ning parks and facilities requires addi
tional manpower for myriad other serv
ices. The existence of parks and recre
ation facilities in urban and suburban 
areas increases property values. In 
short, spending money to acquire lands 
and waters and to develop recreational 
facilities, especially near population 
centers, is good economics. Since State 
projects require matching funds to 

qualify for Federal funding under the 
land and conservation fund, this eco
nomic return is relatively quick. Jobs 
can be created within 2 to 5 months for 
a project receiving approval for fund
ing. I do not say that increasing the 
State grants-in-aid program will solve 
our Nation's economic ills or eliminate 
unemployment. I can state that legis
lation increasing State grants can be a 
component of local economic recovery. 
Every job counts to the man or woman 
who needs one. Each job we create, 
even indirectly, is one more ray of hope 
for a person. 

The preference for Federal expendi
tures over State grants exists despite 
the fact that States must provide 
matching funds on a 50/50 basis for 
their projects. Today, I can show you 
two thick documents which States 
have presented that list more than 
1,000 recreational projects for which 
they have already guaranteed match
ing funding of $500 million. Those 
projects cannot be implemented be
cause there is no matching Federal ap
propriated grant funding from the land 
and water conservation fund. These are 
projects which people need. They are 
often projects which would provide im
mediate local jobs as well as rec
reational opportunities. These are 
projects which State and local officials 
tell us could decrease crime in their 
cities. But, these State projects are not 
being funded, and they should be. 

I want to be very clear. I am not pro
posing that we cease Federal land ac
quisitions. I am not proposing that we 
cut funding for Federal purposes. I do 
say, very bluntly, that we can make 
the pie bigger and we can be sure that 
all of our citizens and their representa
tive interests have an equitable portion 
of that pie. If the pie is bigger, even if 
the State grants-in-aid program re
ceives a larger proportion, the actual 
dollars going to the Federal side of the 
partnership will not be decreased. It is 
to solve the problems I have noted that 
I am today introducing the Land and 
Water Conservation Amendments of 
1992. 

My legislation requires us to spend 
from the steadily flowing revenues pro
duced from the depletion of the public 
resources an amount of money each 
year equal to at least twice what we 
appropriated for the programs author
ized under the land and water con
servation fund this year. I suggest that 
we set for ourselves the goal of annu
ally appropriating near the authorized 
ceiling, based upon the actual revenue 
which comes in. My legislation re
quires that we divide that larger sum 
equally between Federal land acquisi
tions and the State-grants-in-aid pro
gram. I have made provision for allow
ing our native American citizens to 
participate in the fund, and I have al
lowed the agencies who administer the 
funds a wider option of utilizing non
profit organizations to plan and de-
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velop projects, provided title to lands 
and waters purchased are · forever re
stricted for public use and benefit. 

I introduce this legislation to correct 
existing problems and to return to the 
original intention of the land and 
water conservation fund. We can afford 
to do what we should have done for 
years, give all of our citizens chances 
for safe and healthy lives that include 
outdoor recreation. I hope that my col
leagues will join me in passing this leg
islation. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that letters of support from the 
National Recreation and Parks Asso
ciation, the National Association of 
State Outdoor Recreation Liaison Offi
cers, the Governor of my own State of 
Arizona, and the Governors of Arkan
sas, Florida, Idaho, Kansas, Montana, 
Nevada, Rhode Island, South Dakota, 
and Wyoming be included in the 
RECORD at this point. 

Mr. President, I also ask unanimous 
consent to include in the RECORD a 
summary of my legislation and the full 
text of the bill. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

s. 2654 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Land and 
Water Conservation Fund Amendments of 
1992" . 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS, PURPOSES, AND POLICY. 

(a) FINDINGS.-Congress finds the follow
ing: 

(1) The Land and Water Conservation Fund 
Act of 1965 (16 U.S.C. 4601-4 et seq.) was en
acted to assist in preserving, developing, and 
assuring accessibility to all citizens of the 
United States of the present and future gen
erations, such quality and quantity of out
door recreation resources as are desirable for 
individual active participation in recreation 
and to strengthen the health and vitality of 
the citizens. 

(2) In order to accomplish the purposes of 
such Act, Congress authorized funding to as
sist variously in the planning, acquisition, 
and development of necessary land and water 
areas by government agencies. 

(3) The States and local governments oc
cupy a pivotal role in accomplishing the pur
poses of such Act. 

(4) Restoration of the existing recreation 
infrastructure and expansion of State and 
local recreation resources to meet popu
lation increases and demographic changes 
require a secure and predictable base of fund
ing. 

(5) In order for adequate public recreation 
uses to continue, Federal, State, and local 
resources are in need of maintenance, reha
bilitation, and construction. 

(6) The continuing decay of public struc
tures and systems necessary for recreation 
uses has now reached emergency proportions 
across the United States and necessitates 
immediate corrective action by Congress. 

(7) Congress intended that outdoor recre
ation investments in public lands and waters 
and selected facilities be funded through the 
Land and Water Conservation Fund from-

(A) receipts produced from those invest
ments; 

(B) revenue produced from Outer Continen
tal Shelf leases and royalties, which reflects 
the depletion of a nonrenewable natural re
source; and 

(C) proceeds from sales of surplus Federal 
property. 

(8) Congress intended that the revenue pro
duced from offshore oil and gas leases and 
royalties and the depletion of the nonrenew
able natural resource result in a legacy of 
public places accessible for public recreation 
use and benefit from resources belonging to 
all people, of all generations, and the en
hancement of the most precious and most re
newable natural resource of any nation
healthy and active citizens. 

(9) The Land and Water Conservation Fund 
Act of 1965 (16 U.S.C. 4601-4 et seq.) originally 
provided an equitable proportion of funds 
guaranteeing the States, and through the 
States, local governments, 60 percent of 
available funds in recognition of their piv
otal role in providing realistically available 
public outdoor recreation. 

(10) The original intention of such Act has 
not been carried forward in practice. 

(11) Subsequent amendments to such Act 
have resulted in a significant reduction in 
the proportion of funds allocated to the 
States relative to the proportion available 
for Federal purposes. 

(12) The States have not received an equi
table proportion of funds sufficient to en
courage the public recreational partnership 
envisioned by Congress or consistent with 
the State and local pivotal roles in providing 
public outdoor recreation. 

(13) It is necessary to rectify apportion
ment of available funds in order to carry for
ward the original intention of such Act, for 
States to receive their full share, and to 
avoid a long-term national deficit of recre
ation investment. 

(14) Sufficient revenue is produced annu
ally from the sources identified for the Land 
and Water Conservation Fund to provide -for 
equitably proportioned funds for the Federal, 
State, and local outdoor recreation uses 
originally intended by Congress without the 
need to resort to other funding or to impact 
one use at the expense of the others. 

(15) In addition to the benefits of recre
ation to public health, recreation and the 
availability of recreation resources are effec
tive in lowering vandalism and juvenile 
crime, and provide healthy environments for 
public accommodation, enjoyment, and exer
cise. 

(16) Urban and land use planners urgently 
recommend the increased use of "green 
spaces" in urbanized areas in order to miti
gate environmental and population impacts 
and to protect surface and subsurface waters 
and wetlands that occur in or near large pop
ulated areas. 

(17) The population of the United States 
continues to expand while access to open 
space continues to decrease in many regions 
of the United States, especially in and near 
metropolitan areas. 

(18) State governments and local commu
nities are increasingly hard-pressed to pro
vide adequate funds for recreation and for 
environmental protection and resource con
servation. 

(19) The recreation and open space needs of 
States and local communities represent a 
more dynamic and fluid environment that 
requires greater flexibility in the ways in 
which Federal funds can be used by States 
and communities. 

(20) Sound environmental practices, urban 
planning and emergency preparedness, and 
recreation are compatible and consistent 

uses of public lands and resources and should 
be actively encouraged in the planning, de
velopment, and acquisition of lands and wa
ters for public access and for recreation. 

(b) PURPOSE.-The purposes of this Act 
are-

(1) to strengthen the dedication of the 
United States to the goal of providing ade
quate recreation opportunities to all citi
zens; and 

(2) to ensure tha~ 
(A) adequate facilities are created and 

maintained on public lands and waters to fa
cilitate recreation opportunities consistent 
with the purposes for which the lands and 
waters are acquired; 

(B) whenever possible multipurpose plan
ning occurs to coordinate between the Fed
eral Government and the States the expendi
tures of public funds for both wise acquisi
tion and use of lands and waters for recre
ation uses and compliance with laws protect
ing the environment and public health; and 

(C) the public lands and waters acquired 
for recreation are preserved, conserved, and 
maintained for present and future uses of 
citizens of the United States. 

(c) POLICY.-It is the policy of Congress 
tha~ 

(1) funds covered into the Land and Water 
Conservation Fund should to the extent pos
sible be fully appropriated within the au
thorization for each fiscal year; 

(2) all funds appropriated should be dis
bursed in accordance with the formula estab
lished in section 6(b) of the Land and Water 
Conservation Fund Act of 1965 (16 U.S.C. 4601-
8(b)) so that the State and local governments 
receive an equitable portion of funds in rec
ognition of their pivotal role in establishing, 
maintaining, and preserving meaningful 
recreation opportunities for all citizens; and 

(3) in expending funds for recreation pur
poses, both the Federal Government and the 
States should-

(A) to the greatest extent possible recog
nize that lands and waters appropriate for 
recreation can simultaneously serve other 
necessary and desirable environmental or 
public health or safety purposes; and 

(B) accord a priority to the acquisition of 
lands and waters that serve these multipur
pose uses. 
SEC. S. APPROPRIATIONS FROM AND ALLOCA· 

TION OF FUND. 
Section 5 of the Land and Water Conserva

tion Fund Act of 1965 (16 U.S.C. 4601-7) is 
amended-

(1) by designating the first and second sen
tences as subsection (a); 

(2) by designating the third through last 
sentences as subsection (b); and 

(3) by striking subsection (a) (as so des
ignated) and inserting the following new sub
section: 

"(a)(1) There shall be submitted with the 
annual budget of the United States a com
prehensive statement of the estimated re
quirements during the ensuing fiscal year for 
appropriations from the fund for land acqui
sition by eligible Federal agencies pursuant 
to section 7 and for land acquisition by 
States and local governments pursuant to 
section 6. 

"(2) For each fiscal year, there shall be 
made available from the fund an amount 
that is not less than twice the amount that 
was made available to carry out section 
7(a)(1) for fiscal year 1992. 

"(3)(A) Subject to subparagraph (B), and in 
each fiscal year, 50 percent of the estimated 
requirements referred to in paragraph (1) 
shall be designated for, and 50 percent of the 
amounts made available from the fund shall 
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be used to carry out, Federal purposes as de
scribed in section 7. 

"(B) If the requirement of subparagraph 
(A) with respect to amounts made available 
from the fund is not met, funds made avail
able for Federal purposes as described in sec
tion 7 shall be reduced and funds made avail
able for financial assistance to States pursu
ant to section 6 shall be increased so that 
the amounts are equal.". 
SEC. 4. FUNDS FOR INDIAN TRIBES. 

Section 6(b)(5) of the Land and Water Con
servation Fund Act of 1965 (16 U.S.C. 4601-
8(b)(5)) is amended-

(1) by inserting "(A)" after "(5)"; and 
(2) by adding at the end the following new 

subparagraph: 
"(B)(i)(l) For the purposes of paragraph (1), 

all federally recognized Indian tribes and 
Alaska Native Village Corporations (as de
fined in section 3(j) of the Alaska Native 
Claims Settlement Act (43 U.S.C. 1602(j)) (ex
cept for those tribes and Village Corpora
tions that enter into agreements pursuant to 
clause {ii)) shall be treated collectively as 
one State and shall receive shares of the ap
portionment under paragraph (1) in accord
ance with a competitive grant program es
tablished by the Secretary by rule in accord
ance with subclause (II). 

"(II) The rule shall ensure that in each fis
cal year no single tribe or Village Corpora
tion receives more than 10 percent of the 
total amount made available to all tribes 
and Village Corporations pursuant to the ap
portionment under paragraph (1). 

" (ill) Funds received by an Indian tribe or 
Village Corporation under this clause may be 
expended only for the purposes specified in 
paragraphs (1) and (3) of subsection (a). 

" (ii)(l) In each fiscal year, in lieu of receiv
ing funds under clause (i), a tribe or Village 
Corporation may establish by written agree
ment with the State in which the tribe is lo
cated the right of the tribe or Village Cor
poration to compete for a portion of the 
funds made available to the State pursuant 
to this section. 

" (II) Each State's comprehensive statewide 
outdoor recreation plan shall describe any 
agreement entered into pursuant to sub
clause (l). " . 
SEC. 5. MULTIPURPOSE ACQUISITIONS BY 

STATES. 
Section 6 of the Land and Water Conserva

tion Fund Act of 1965 (16 U.S.C. 4601-8) is 
amended-

{1) in subsection (c)-
(A) in the first sentence, by striking "Pay

ments" and inserting "(1) Except as provided 
in paragraph (2), payments"; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraph: 

"(2)(A) Notwithstanding subsection (f)(3), 
payments to a State shall cover not more 
than 80 percent of the cost of each acquisi
tion project undertaken by the State that-

"(1) is a multipurpose project in that the 
lands or waters to be protected are identified 
in a State or local recreation resource plan 
prepared pursuant to subsection (d), or a 
comparable public document, as appropriate 
for multiple public purposes in accordance 
with subparagraph (B); and 

"(11) is granted a high priority in · the 
State's comprehensive statewide outdoor 
recreation plan prepared pursuant to sub
section (d). 

"(B) A project is appropriate for multiple 
public purposes if the project provides public 
recreation use and-

"(i) provides a natural or landscaped alter
native transportation route; 

"(11) provides wildlife habitat; 

"(iii) results in the improvement of air and 
water quality; 

"(iv) results in increased flood control; 
"(v) results in enhanced social, aesthetic, 

or environmental conditions in a neighbor
hood or community; 

"(vi) provides other attributes of recre
ation space important to human health and 
welfare; 

"(vii) enables the State or unit of local 
government to comply with a Federal, State, 
or local law that serves an environmental, 
public health, or public safety purpose; or 

"(viii) meets more than one of the condi
tions described in clauses (i) through (vii)."; 
and 

(2) in subsection (e)(l)-
(A) by designating the first and second sen

tences as subparagraphs (A) and (C), respec
tively; and 

(B) by inserting after subparagraph (A) (as 
so designated) the following new subpara
graph: 

"(B) Notwithstanding subsection (b)(2), in 
providing financial assistance for acquisi
tions, the Secretary shall give highest prior
ity to projects described in subsection 
(c)(2).". 
SEC. 6. ~NANCE AND SEC~ NEEDS 

AND SHELTERED FACILITIES FOR 
STATES. 

Section 6 of the Land and Water Conserva
tion Fund Act of 1965 (16 U.S.C. 4601-8) is 
amended-

(!) in subsection (a), by striking "or (3) de
velopment" and inserting "(3) development, 
(4) maintenance, or (5) security"; and 

(2) in subsection (e)-
(A) in paragraph (2), by striking ": Pro

vided," and all that follows through the end 
of the paragraph and inserting a period; and 

(B) by adding at the end the following new 
paragraphs: 

"(3) MAINTENANCE, SECURITY, AND SHEL
TERED FACILITIES.-(A) Subject to subpara
graph (B)-

" (1) for maintenance of facilities acquired 
and developed with financial assistance pro
vided pursuant to this section; 

"(ii) for costs of law enforcement and secu
rity personnel and other security measures 
that are necessary to ensure safe public ac
cess to and recreation use of lands and wa
ters acquired with financial assistance pro
vided pursuant to this section, except that 
not more than 10 percent of the funds used to 
carry out this clause may be used for person
nel costs; and 

"(iii) for development of sheltered facili
ties for public health or safety in connection 
with projects otherwise eligible for assist
ance under this section, including facilities 
for swimming pools and ice skating rinks in 

- areas where the Secretary determines that 
the severity of climatic conditions and the 
increased public use made possible by the fa
cilities justifies the construction of the fa
cilities. 

"(B) In each fiscal year, the Secretary may 
allocate not more than 30 percent of the 
total amount of financial assistance pro
vided to each State for the purposes de
scribed in subparagraph (A).". 
SEC. 7. PAYMENTS TO PRIVATE NONPROFIT OR· 

GANIZATIONS. 
Section 6(f)(2) of the Land and Water Con

servation Fund Act of 1965 (16 U.S.C. 4601-
8(f)(2)) is amended-

(!) by designating the first and second sen
tences as subparagraphs (A) and (B), respec
tively; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraph: 

"(C)(i) If consistent with an approved 
project, the State, political subdivision, or 

other appropriate public agency receiving 
funds pursuant to this paragraph may trans
fer funds to be used in accordance with 
clauses (11) and (iii) to a private nonprofit or
ganization that meets the requirements of 
clause (iv). 

"(ii) Funds received pursuant to clause 
(i)-

" (l) may be used for projects approved in 
writing by the grantor of the funds and only 
in association with-

"(aa) the acquisition of lands or interests 
in lands; and 

"(bb) the development of recreation facili
ties; and 

" (II) may not be used for administrative 
expenses. 

"(iii) A private nonprofit organization that 
uses funds for acquisition shall itself hold, or 
shall convey in perpetuity in a timely man
ner, for public benefit, such interest as it 
may acquire to a recipient determined to be 
appropriate by the grantor of the funds. 

"(iv) A private nonprofit organization may 
receive funds pursuant to clause (i) if the or
ganization-

"(I) is qualified for exemption from income 
taxes under section 501(c)(3) of the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986; 

"(II) includes among its purposes the con
servation of recreation resources or the pro
viding of, or enhancement or protection of, 
outdoor recreation opportunities; 

"(Ill) meets and complies with such guide
lines for the receipt and use of the funds as 
are established by the Secretary; and 

" (IV) provides full accountability for the 
use of the funds. 

"(v) It is the intent of Congress that funds 
transferred and utilized by a private non
profit organization pursuant to this subpara
graph will result in a greater public benefit 
than would the utilization of the funds ex
clusively by a governmental entity.". 
SEC. 8. MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT. 

(a) STATES.-Section 6(f) of the Land and 
Water Conservation Fund Act of 1965 (16 
U.S.C. 4601-8(f)) is amended by adding at the 
end the following new paragraph: 

"(9) The Secretary may not provide finan
cial assistance to a State under this Act un
less the State agrees to maintain the expend
itures of the State for purposes other than 
acquisition at a level equal to not less than 
80 percent of the average level of the expend
itures maintained for the 5 fiscal years pre
ceding the fiscal year for which the financial 
assistance is provided. " . 

(b) FEDERAL RECIPIENTS.-Section 7 of such 
Act (16 U.S.C. 4601- 9) is amended by adding at 
the end the following new subsection: 

"(d) MAINTENANCE OF EFFORT.-ln utilizing 
funds received under this Act, each Federal 
recipient shall maintain the expenditures of 
the Federal recipient for purposes other than 
acquisition at a level equal to not less than 
the level of the expenditures maintained for 
the fiscal year preceding the fiscal year for 
which the funds are received." . 

LEGISLATIVE SUMMARY OF THE LAND AND 
WATER CONSERVATION FUND AMENDMENTS 
OF 1992 

SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS 
Section 1. Section 1. is the Short Title for 

the legislation. 
Section 2. Section 2. contains the findings 

which support the legislation, defines its 
purposes and states the policy served by the 
legislation. 

Section 3. Section 3. amends the Land and 
Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) to elimi
nating the current formula apportioning the 
fund between Federal and State participants. 
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The legislation requires an annual report to 
be submitted with the budget request provid
ing a comprehensive statement of the esti
mated needs and requests for appropriations 
from the fund. The Section enlarges the 
total funding available for both Federal and 
States to divide by requiring that at least 
twice the total funding allocated in FY 1992 
be made available from the LWCF. A new 
formula is substituted and gives 50% to the 
Federal and 50% to State purposes. A special 
subsection requires that if the 50% division 
is not maintained, the amount allocated to 
the Federal share will be diminished by an 
equal amount allocated to the State appor
tionment until equality in the division of the 
total between the two purposes is achieved. 

Section 4. Section 4. amends the existing 
legislation to clarify participation in the 
LWCF by Native Americans. The proposed 
legislation recognizes the principle of tribal 
sovereignty by providing a defined set of op
tions for the participation of Native Amer
ican tribal governments and Alaska native 
villages and corporations in the grant proc
ess for state outdoor recreation purposes. 

The legislation provides as one option a 
process in which all Native American tribal 
governments and Alaska native villages and 
corporations are recognized collectively on a 
basis equivalent to that afforded the States 
and receive as a collective entity a propor
tion of all funding allocated to grants fund
ing for State and local purposes. The Sec
retary of the Interior is required to provide 
a rule a method by which the National Park 
Service, which administers State and local 
grant program will award grants among the 
requests for funding received from the par
ticipating Native American tribal govern
ments or Alaska native village or corpora
tions. 

A second option, to be used solely at the 
discretion of a tribe, village or corporation, 
allows the Native American entity to enter 
into an agreement with the State and to par
ticipate under State auspices on a footing 
similar to those of other local organizations 
which may receive funding under the State 
grant process within the allocation granted 
to that State. The options are exclusive al
ternatives and a tribe, village or corporation 
may not receive grant funding under both 
processes but must elect one or the other op
tion when it seeks LWCF funding for its out
door recreation programs. 

Both options are subject to the preference 
priority in LWCF funding grants for multi
purpose projects which is established by this 
amendment. No tribe, village or corporation 
when competing among themselves for col
lective grant funding may receive more than 
10% of the total allocation for all tribes, vil
lages or corporation outdoor recreational 
purposes in any one fiscal year. 

Section 5. Section 5. amends the existing 
legislation to provide a new second formula 
for apportioning grant funding for State pur
poses. A preference is given to multipurpose 
acquisitions of lands and waters which al
lows 80% of such acquisitions to be funded 
through LWCF. The proposed legislation de
fines multipurpose acquisitions and includes 
greenways and open space preserves as well 
as lands and waters which have outdoor rec
reational potential and will also meet needs 
established by environmental or other con
servation laws passed by Federal, State or 
local government bodies. Those areas are en
titled to participation in the programs for 
LWCF funding by acquisition by either State 
or local agencies. These areas are specifi
cally included in those areas to be afforded 
multi-purpose preference priority funding in 

grant applications under the state grant pro
gram when given a priority in the State Out
door Recreation Plan. 

Section 6. Section 6 amends existing law to 
allow agencies receiving state grant funds to 
use up to 30% LWCF funding for mainte
nance and development purposes which were 
previously prohibited. In addition the legis
lation clarifies that the funding from LWCF 
which is used for maintenance and develop
ment may also be used for the purpose of en
suring security on the acquired lands and 
waters. The security which may be provided 
may include both physical structures such as 
fencing or lighting and pay for personnel 
whether as police, guards or monitors so 
long as the personnel costs do not exceed 
10% of the funding used from LWCF for the 
maintenance, development and security pur
poses. Similarly, States are also specifically 
allowed to use LWCF funds for development 
of sheltered facilities for outdoor recreation 
when climate and increased opportunities for 
public use warrant. 

Section 7. Section 7 amends .the existing 
legislation to allow private non-profit orga
nizations which meet certain conditions to 
participate in obtaining matching fund 
grants from States which have received an 
allocation under the LWCF appropriation. 
Funds may not be used by a private non
profit organization for any administrative 
expenses. If the organization uses the funds 
for the purpose of acquiring interests in 
lands or waters, the interest must be con
veyed in perpetuity to the State for public 
benefit or held by the organization for that 
purpose. 

Section 8. Section 8 provides for implemen
tation of the purpose and policy of the legis
lation by prohibiting the secretary from 
granting a State LWCF financial assistance 
unless the State agrees as a condition of re- · 
ceiving the funding to agree to maintain pro
gram expenditures at a level of 80% of the 
average of the five fiscal years preceding the 
year for which the grant is sought. Federal 
agencies receiving LWCF funding to be used 
for maintenance, development or security 
purposes on acquired lands or waters as well 
as for land or water acquisition are required 
to maintain the level of expenditures budg
eted for program purposes other than acqui
sition in the preceding fiscal year. 

NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF STATE 
OUTDOOR RECREATION LIAISON OF-
FICERS, 

Tallahassee, FL, May 1, 1992. 
DEAR MEMBE):tS OF CONGRESS: Twenty five 

years ago, the federal government embarked 
on an incredible journey. The destination 
was the protection of our outdoor heritage. 
The fuel was the re-investment of the pro
ceeds from the use of our depletable natural 
resources. The vehicle was the Land and 
Water Conservation Fund. 

The journey was incredible because the 
front seat passengers included state and 
local governments. You decided that you 
wouldn' t reach your destination unless these 
partners "chipped in" with their local re
sources for more fuel. 

Some years ago, we made a wrong turn. 
State and local governments were put in the 
back seat. Perhaps, we went there too quiet
ly. 

The consequences were predictable. Our 
destination is further away and we are run
ning out of fuel. 

We applaud the DeConcini Amendment to 
the Land and Water Conservation Fund as 
the roadmap to put us back on course. We 
are ready to put hundreds of millions of dol-

lars into the tank. We encourage you to join 
Senator DeConcini, our organization, and all 
of the others who seek a future that retains 
our heritage. 

Sincerely, 
KENNETH E. TRAVOUS, 

President. 

NATIONAL RECREATION AND 
PARK ASSOCIATION, 

Arlington, VA, May 4, 1992. 
Hon. DENNIS DECONCINI, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR DECONCINI: We commend 
you for your initiative to strengthen the 
Land and Water Conservation Fund public 
partnership so critical to recreation resource 
investment and access. We hope that the 
Congress will quickly consider the impera
tive for recreation opportunity of the high- · 
est quality for all people. 

Investment in recreation and park re
sources, especially in local and state sys
tems, must be an increasing priority for re
source conservation, social equity and 
human well-being. In the context of resource 
conservation, for example, despite depressed 
economic conditions the rapid development 
of land continues without full consideration 
of long-term recreation resource and access 
needs. LWCF assistance is needed now to en
courage conservation. Most critical the pro
tection of resources in key locations in 
terms of recreation access and population 
density, and sites with specific sought-after 
features, including water. 

In a social context, recreation opportunity 
is increasingly perceived-and is function
ing-to alleviate stress and enhance the 
quality of life. In Phoenix, Arizona, for ex
ample, calls for police assistance dropped to 
17 percent while special recreation opportu
nities were offered in selected neighbor
hoods. "At risk" youth in Olympia, Washing
ton recently urged the city council to con
tinue its support for "street counseling" 
through a recreation outreach initiative. 
Dallas, Texas ' parks and recreation "gang 
intervention" program is credited with im
portant progress in reducing violence. The 
Administration's 1990 Health Goals for aNa
tion recommended improved access and 
greater investment in community recreation 
resources, including aquatic facilities and 
places to safely walk, to prevent disease and 
promote health. 

In a national context, research by our or
ganization and others has indicated that 
state and local governments anticipate in
vestment needs of about S37.27 billion for 
park and recreation systems in the 1990-1994 
period. Of the total, local systems antici
pated the larger needs-about $30.4 billion. 

About 25 percent of the total was needed 
for land conservation; 50 percent for new 
construction; and 25 percent for rehabilita
tion. It is highly unlikely that these needs 
have changed in the context of the present 
recession. What has changed, however, is 
local and state governments' capacity to ad
dress them. 

The fiscal resources to support Land and 
Water Conservation Fund local, state and 
federal strategies have been collected and 
should be committed to the program. The 
authorized but unappropriated LWCF bal
ance is expected to total $8,944,587,000 at the 
end of the fiscal year, if the Administration's 
fiscal year 1993 recommended level is appro
priated. Further, total Outer Continental 
Shelf rent, bonus and royalty receipts will be 
about $2,370,000,000, an estimated $812,190,000 
of which would be credited to LWCF. 

Public debate today increasingly uses the 
term "prevention": In the context of juve-
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nile justice and delinquenqy prevention; in 
personal and public health; in substance 
abuse strategies; and in environmental main
tenance. Public recreation agencies, re
sources, and services are often quiet but in
tegral parts of public and private strategies 
to address these issues. Your proposal will 
bring increased recognition to the need for 
enlightened policy and public investment. 

We look forward to contributing to this 
process. 

Sincerely, 

R. DEAN TICE, 
Executive Director. 

STATE OF ARIZONA, 
Phoenix, AZ, May 1, 1992. 

Hon. DENNIS DECONCINI, 
U.S. Senator, Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR DECONCINI: Last year the 
Western Governor's Association passed a res
olution calling for Congress to amend the 
Land and Water Conservation Fund. The 
amendment would re-establish the partner
ship between the Federal and State govern
ments in providing outdoor recreation oppor
tunities across this great land. 

The states stand ready to match the fed
eral government's allocation to this program 
at $500 million next year. The matching dol
lar requirement in the act, however, is but a 
small part of the value of this program. The 
legacy of the act is found in the areas that 
are protected through people at many levels 
of government working together. 

I am pleased to hear that our request is the 
cornerstone of your proposed legislation. I 
call on your fellow congressman to join in 
your effort. 

Sincerely, 
FIFE SYMINGTON, 

Governor. 

STATE OF ARKANSAS, 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, 

Little Rock, AR, May 1, 1992. 
Hon. DALE BUMPERS, 
U.S. Senator, Washington, DC. 

DEAR DALE: I am writing to ask for your 
help in support of an amendment to the Land 
and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) Act. 
The proposed amendment would reestablish 
the formula by which annual LWCF appro
priations are divided between federal and 
state governments. Use of this formula will 
help ensure larger stateside allocations. 

Outdoor recreation development grants 
made possible through this fund have made 
great improvements to the quality of life en
joyed by many Arkansas communities. A 
higher level of allocation to the stateside 
portion of the fund would provide continued 
development of these valuable resources. 

Your assistance in increasing the stateside 
allocation from the LWCF would be a great 
service to the State of Arkansas. If we can 
provide you with additional information or 
answer any questions, please call Richard W. 
Davies, Executive Director of the Depart
ment of Parks and Tourism at (501) 682-2535. 

Sincerely, 
BILL CLINTON. 

STATE OF FLORIDA, 
OFFICE OF THE GoVERNOR, 

Tallahassee, FL, May 4, 1992. 
Hon. DENNIS DECONCINI, 
U.S. Senator, Washington, DC. 

DEAR DENNIS: I am pleased to support your 
efforts to amend the Land and Water Con
servation Fund Act to ensure that a greater 
portion of the tol;.al funds are appropriated 
for the stateside share. I recommend an 

amendment to the Act that allows the state
side share to receive 50 per cent of the total 
appropriation. This could be accomplished 
over a three-year period through incremen
tal increases. 

Over the years the stateside share of the 
Land and Water Conservation Fund Program 
has provided nearly $94 million to Florida for 
the acquisition and development of outdoor 
recreation areas at the State and local lev
els. Currently, Florida's entire annual appro
priation is distributed to local governments. 

Your effort to rebuild the stateside share is 
greatly appreciated. 

With kind regards, I am 
Sincerely, 

LAWTON CHILES, 
Governor. 

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, 
STATE CAPITOL, 

Boise, JD, April30, 1992. 
Mr. KENNETH E. TRAVOUS, 
President, National Association of State Out

door Recreation Liaison Officers, Phoenix, 
AZ. 

DEAR MR. TRAVOUS: Since the early 1980's, 
I have been keenly aware of the eroding abil
ity of state and local governments to provide 
trails, greenbelts, parks and natural-all es
sential aspects of our quality of life that had 
been commonly provided through the Land 
and Water Conservation Fund in conjunction 
with other governmental entities. These 
open spaces deeply affect the livability of 
our country, and it is frustrating to me to 
see us repeatedly lose--sometimes forever
the opportunities to provide these areas be
cause the funding has been cut so drastically 
by the Fund. 

I understand that the National Association 
of State Outdoor Recreation Liaison Officers 
is proposing an amendment to the Land and 
Water Conservation Fund Act that will pro
vide a percentage of L&WCF monies specifi
cally to the states formula in order to 
achieve a more equitable balance between 
state, local and federal acquisition sides. I 
testified in favor of such increased funding 
to state and local governments a few months 
ago before Senator Kostmayer's subcommit
tee, and I fully support this amendment. 

Please let me know if there are other ways 
I can help in this worthwhile effort. 

Sincerely, 
CECIL D. ANDRUS, 

Governor. 

STATE OF KANSAS, 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, 

Topeka, KS, May 4, 1992. 
Hon. DENNIS DECONCINI, 
U.S. Senator, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR DECONCINI: This will con
firm my support of the proposed amendment 
to the Land and Water Conservation Fund 
that would increase the state-side funding· of 
the Program. 

The state of Kansas and its governmental 
units have for years relied heavily on the 
Land and Water Conservation Fund Program 
to assist in the development of outdoor 
recreation facilities as well as the acquisi
tion of land for future park development. 
The stateside of the Program has decreased 
significantly over the past ten years, result
ing in the necessity for state and local units 
to finance their outdoor recreation endeav
ors solely on their own, or forgo totally any 
significant improvements or expansion in 
sorely needed facilities and the acquisition 
of future park sites. 

We currently have applications totalling in 
excess of $2 million from local units of gov-

ernment to be considered for funding, which 
the state's fiscal year apportionments have 
averaged approximately $261,500 over the 
past five years. There is a genuine need for 
an increase in the fund for Kansas cities and 
counties and I wholeheartedly support your 
efforts in obtaining passage of the amend
ment that will increase the annual appor
tionment to the states for local park and 
outdoor recreational improvements. 

Sincerely yours, 

JOAN FINNEY, 
Governor. 

STATE OF MONTANA, 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR, 

Helena, MT, May 4, 1992. 
Hon. DENNIS DECONCINI, 
Doubletree Hotel, 
National Airport. 

DEAR SENATOR DECONCINI: The State of 
Montana strongly supports the amendment 
to the Land and Water Conservation Fund 
Act which would increase funding for the 
state side of this valuable outdoor recreation 
program. 

Montana State Parks has identified a $60 
million long-range capital improvement need 
and the local communities, through a state
wide survey, have recently identified an even 
greater need. 

Sincerely, 
STAN STEPHENS, 

Governor. 

STATE OF NEVADA, 
EXECUTIVE CHAMBER, 

Carson City, NV, May 5, 1992. 
Hon. DENNIS DECONCINI, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR DECONCINI: I appreciate 
your efforts to amend the Land & Water Con
servation Fund in order to assure that the 
states retain a reasonable proportion of the 
funds appropriated. Accordingly, I fully sup
port your efforts on the floor of the Senate, 
scheduled for the morning of May 5, to intro
duce this amendment. 

This action will once again enable the 
L&WCF program to reclaim its status as one 
of the most successful federal-state partner
ships in the history of our nation. As you are 
probably aware, funding for this important 
program has decreased almost 95 percent 
since its peak year in 1979. The substantial 
increase in federal rna tching funds your 
amendment would provide will give a tre
mendous boost to our efforts to address the 
increasing need for park and recreation fa
cilities in Nevada, the fastest growing state 
in the nation. 

Earlier this year, a National Recreation & 
Parks Association survey identified some 70 
state and local projects in Nevada alone, to
taling an estimated $48.5 million, that could 
potentially benefit from an expanded 
L&WCF program. 

For the sake of our recreating public, I 
wish you every success. 

Sincerely, 
BOB MILLER 

Governor. 

STATE OF RHODE ISLAND AND 
PROVIDENCE PLANTATIONS, 

Providence, RI, May 5, 1992. 
Senator DENNIS DECONCINI, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR DECONCINI: I would like to 
express my strong support for an amendment 
to the Land and Water Conservation Act 



10212 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE May 5, 1992 
which will establish by law the proportion of 
funding for the state side of the program, 
with the state side share reaching and re
maining at fifty percent in 1995. Such an 
amendment would insure that state and 
local governments, which provide the pre
ponderance of recreational opportunities for 
our citizens, would have a reliable and rea
sonably-funded program. 

Rhode Island is no different than any of 
the forty-nine other States, but a look at the 
numbers is compelling evidence of the loss of 
federal ~upport for open space preservation 
and outdoor recreation. In 1978-1980, Rhode 
Island received over $2 million annually; 
when matched equally by state or local dol
lars, the state had a $4 million dollar annual 
program. In 1991, Rhode Island received 
$170,000 in Land and Water Conservation 
Funds, to be shared between the State and 
local governments. The state side share in 
1991 was less than ten percent of the funds al
located to the National Park Service for the 
national parks. 

I, therefore, urge the Congress to pass leg
islation to establish a more balanced pro
gram to address the outdoor recreation needs 
of the State and local governments as well as 
those of the country's national parks. 

Best personal wishes. 
Sincerely, 

BRUCE SUNDLUN, 
Governor. 

DEPARTMENT OF GAME, 
FISH AND PARKS, 

Pierre, SD, May 4, 1992. 
Hon. DENNIS DECONCINI, 
Subcommittee on Interior and Related Agencies, 

Committee on Appropriations, U.S. Senate, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR SENATOR DECONCINI: We would like 
to express our enthusiastic support for your 
amendment seeking an increase in the Land 
and Water Conservation Fund appropriation 
for state and local assistance. Your proposal 
to bring the state and local project funding 
into balance with federal agency funding by 
dedicating 50% of the annual LWCF appro
priation makes good sense, given that the 
President's Commission on Americans Out
doors found that the overwhelming majority 
of outdoor recreation occurs within ten 
miles of home. 

Certainly, this is the most cost effective 
way to serve the greatest number of people. 
In many cases, local investment in recre
ation facilities and resources averts the ne
cessity for federal agency action to address 
these issues. High quality, national caliber 
opportunities are often protected or provided 
by those who live nearby, but only if funds 
are available. 

It is worth noting that recreation opportu
nities close to home serve to improve public 
health and fitness, and also serve to create a 
sense of community for our citizens, 
strengthening our social fabric and improv
ing the quality of life. 

Increasing the Land and Water Conserva
tion Fund appropriation for state and local 
assistance is clearly a wise investment in 
America. 

Sincerely, 
RICHARD BERINGSON, 

Secretary. 

STATE OF WYOMING, 
OFFICE OF THE GoVERNOR, 

Cheyenne, WY, May 3, 1992. 
Hon. DENNIS DECONCINI, 
U.S. Senate, Hart Senate Office Building, 

Washington, DC. 
DEAR SENATOR DECONCINI: I am writing in 

support of your proposed amendment to in-

crease the state side of the Land and Water 
Conservation Fund. I testified on behalf of 
the Western Governors' Association regard
ing the program this past February. Support 
for the stateside of the program was a major 
focus of my presentation. 

An increase in funding of the stateside of 
the L&WCF program will provide a direct 
benefit to many communities in Wyoming. 
The benefits will be felt in the improved 
quality of life enjoyed by those residents 
using recreation and park facilities funded 
by allocations from the L&WCF program. 
They will also be felt by the growing number 
of tourists who visit this state to utilize and 
enjoy our beautiful natural resources. The 
latter will serve to enhance our burgeoning 
tourism industry. 

I appreciate your support for the program 
and feel that the result of positive action on 
your proposed amendment will serve to di
rectly benefit the citizens of Wyoming. 

With best regards, 
Very Truly Yours, 

MIKE SULLIVAN, 
Governor.• 

By Mr. SYMMS: 
S. 2655. A bill to extend until January 

1, 1995, the existing suspension of duty 
on certain yttrium bearing materials 
and compounds; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

SUSPENSION OF DUTY ON YTTRIUM BEARING 
MATERIALS AND COMPOUNDS 

•Mr. SYMMS. Mr. President, today, I 
am introducing a bill that will extend 
the existing suspension of duty on cer
tain yttrium bearing materials and 
compounds. Yttrium aluminum garnets 
and yttrium iron garnets are vital in 
classified military applications. Other 
applications of this material include 
lasers, refractory insulating materials, 
strategic superalloys, energy-saving 
fluorescent lights, superconductors, 
and all color televisions. 

Currently, there is only one remain
ing refiner of high purity yttrium oxide 
remaining in the United States. The 
United States is dependent on imported 
yttrium concentrates for feedstocks as 
there are no significant domestic 
sources of yttrium feedstocks. Without 
the current suspension, a U.S. duty of 5 
percent would be imposed on yttrium 
concentrates under classification 
2620.90.90. This would add an additional 
cost that our foreign competitors do 
not have to bear. 

The high-purity yttrium oxide refin
ing business is very competitive. Profit 
margins are low and any further drop 
could force the only remaining U.S. re
finer to cease productions. During the 
past 20 years, two other yttrium refin
ers permanently closed. 

In the past the raw material sources 
have been Japan, China, and Canada. 
Recently, the Canadian sources shut
down due to competition from China. 
Yttrium concentrate enters the United 
States under the current tariff classi
fication of 2620.90.90, "other ores, slags, 
and ash". Other low-purity yttrium 
compounds classified under 2846.90.50 
could also be used as feedstock. 

The current suspension of duty of yt
trium feedstocks expires December 31, 

1992. This bill would extend that sus
pension until December 31, 1994.• 

By Mr. FORD: 
S. 2656. A bill to amend the Petro

leum Marketing Practices Act; to the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re
sources. 

PETROLEUM MARKETING PRACTICES ACT 
AMENDMENTS OF 1992 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to introduce today the Petro
leum Marketing Practices Act Amend
ments of 1992. 

The Petroleum Marketing Practices 
Act was enacted in 1978 as a "dealer's 
day in court" bill, provide fairness and 
balance in negotiations between 
franchisors and franchisees involved in 
gasoline marketing. I have had an in
terest in this issue for several years 
now. It took nearly a decade to nego
tiate the original 1978 legislation. 
Since that time, a complex series of ju
dicial decisions has led many to believe 
that the original statute is in need of 
fine tuning. In the 100th Congress, bills 
were introduced in both the House and 
Senate to achieve this purpose. In Oc
tober 1988, we held hearings in the Sen
ate Energy Committee on the need to 
reform the PMP A. Last Congress, a 
similar measure passed the House En
ergy and Commerce Subcommittee on 
Energy and Power. And in this Con
gress, companion bills were again in
troduced-S. 672 in the Senate and H.R. 
2600 in the House-in an attempt to 
move this debate forward. 

Since that time, a series of negotia
tions have taken place between all in
terested parties on this issue, including 
service station dealers, jobbers, and oil 
companies. I compliment my col
leagues in the House for their efforts in 
these successful negotiations, which 
have led to the revised legislation 
being introduced in the House and the 
companion Senate bill I am introduc
ing today. 

The Petroleum Marketing Practices 
Act Amendments of 1992 essentially 
has four components. First, the legisla
tion clarifies the grounds for non
renewal of a franchise relationship. 
Current law sets forth the only permis
sible grounds for termination or non
renewal of a gasoline marketing fran
chise agreement. Nonrenewal may 
occur if there is a failure to agree to 
changes or additions to the franchise, 
so long as the new conditions are nego
tiated in good faith and not for the 
purpose of preventing the franchise re
newal. The interpretation of this sec
tion of current law has been somewhat 
subjective and confusing. The legisla
tion which I introduce today clarifies 
one major area of uncertainty. It 
makes explicit that preventing renewal 
includes situations where new condi
tions are proposed for the purpose of 
converting a franchisee operation into 
one operated by a franchisor's employ
ees. In other words, a gasoline mar-
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keter cannot force conditions upon an 
independently operated service station 
for the purpose of converting it into a 
company-owned station. This is an im
portant clarification to existing law. 

Second, the legislation tightens the 
current definition of preemption to 
make clear that Federal law is limited 
in scope. The grounds for nonrenewal 
or termination of a franchise specified 
in the PMPA are exclusive, and current 
law preempts States from imposing ad
ditional grounds or modifying those set 
forth in the act. However, States are 
still free to pass laws regulating the 
underlying contract provisions. State 
law may still have a direct bearing on 
which contract terms are reasonable or 
negotiated in good faith under the 
PMPA. 

Third, the bill clarifies current law in 
situations where a franchisor '. leases 
the underlying premises from a third 
party, and the terms of the underlying 
lease may prevent the continuation of 
the franchise arrangement. The legisla
tion makes clear that where a 
franchisor has an option to continue to 
lease or to buy the marketing premises 
but does not wish to do so, the 
franchisor must offer to assign the op
tion to the franchisee. In other words, 
failure to exercise a lease option with a 
third party cannot be used to termi
nate a gasoline dealer. The dealer will 
receive the same option and may 
choose to continue the franchise rela
tionship. 

Fourth, the legislation clarifies that 
a franchisor cannot demand that any 
rights granted by Federal or State law 
be waived as a condition for entering 
into or terminating a franchise rela
tionship. 

While many of these changes are 
technical in nature, I believe that they 
will serve to bring a balance to the op
eration of the PMP A which will assure 
fairness in bargaining in the future. I 
am pleased by the support this legisla
tion enjoys from all affected parties in 
the gasoline marketing industry, and 
look forward to working with my col
leagues on the House side in enacting 
this measure during the current Con
gress. The efforts to achieve meaning
ful PMPA reform have been in motion 
for several years, and I believe we now 
have a compromise which will serve in 
the best interests of the entire indus
try. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of the bill be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

s. 2656 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Petroleum 
Marketing Practices Act Amendments of 
1992". 

SEC. 2. CONVERSION TO COMPANY OPERATION. 
Section 102(b)(3)(A)(ii) of the Petroleum 

Marketing Practices Act (15 U.S.C. 
2802(b)(3)(A)(ii)) is amended by inserting 
after "purpose of" the following: "converting 
the leased marketing premises to operation 
by employees or agents of the franchisor for 
the franchisor's own account or otherwise". 
SEC. 3. PREEMPI'ION. 

Section 106 of the Petroleum Marketing 
Practices Act (15 U.S.C. 2806) is amended-

(1) by adding at the end of subsection (a) 
the following: "Nothing in this title shall be 
deemed to limit the ability of a State or any 
political subdivision thereof to regulate any 
specific provision of a franchise. No State or 
any political subdivision thereof may adopt, 
enforce or continue in effect any provision of 
any law or regulation requiring any payment 
for a franchisee's goodwill upon the occur
rence of a termination of a franchise or non
renewal of a franchise relationship author
ized by this title."; and 

(2) by adding at the end of subsection (b) 
the following: "Nothing in this title shall be 
deemed to prohibit any State from specify
ing the terms and conditions under which 
any franchise or franchise relationship may 
be transferred to a franchisee's designated 
successor upon the franchisee's death. ". 
SEC. 4. UNDERLYING LEASES. 

Section 102(c)(4) of the Petroleum Market
ing Practices Act (15 U.S.C. 2802(c)(4)) is 
amended-

(1) by redesignating subparagraphs (A) and 
(B) as clauses (i) and (ii), respectively and 
setting such clauses on a 6-em indention 
with a 2-em paragraph indention; 

(2) by inserting "-" after "lease, if"; 
(3) by designating the text which follows 

"lease, if-" as subparagraph (A) and setting 
such subparagraph on a 4-em indention with 
a 2-em paragraph indention; and 

(4) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraphs: 

"(B) during the 90-day period after notifi
cation was given pursuant to section 104 the 
franchisor offers to assign to the franchisee 
any options to extend the underlying lease 
or options to purchase the marketing prem
ises which may be held by the franchisor: 
Provided, That the franchisor may condition 
any such assignment upon receipt by the 
franchisor of-

"(i) an unconditional release executed by 
both the landowner and the franchisee re
leasing the franchisor from any and all li
ability accruing after the date of the assign
ment for-

"(!) financial obligations under any such 
option (or the resulting extended lease or 
purchase agreement); 

"(II) environmental contamination to (or 
originating from) the marketing premises; or 

"(III) the operation or condition of the 
marketing premises; and 

"(ii) an instrument executed by both the 
landowner and the franchisee assuring the 
franchisor and its contractors reasonable ac
cess to the marketing premises for the pur
pose of testing for and remediating any envi
ronmental contamination that may be 
present at such premises; and 

"(C) in a situation in which the franchisee 
acquires possession of such leased marketing 
premises effective immediately after loss of 
the franchisor's right to grant possession (ei
ther through an assignment pursuant to sub
paragraph (B) above or by obtaining a new 
lease or purchasing the marketing premises 
from the landowner), the franchisor (if re
quested in writing by the franchisee within 
30 days after notification was given pursuant 
to section 104), during the 90-day period after 

notification was given pursuant to section 
104, either-

"(i) made a bona fide offer to sell, transfer, 
or assign to the franchisee such franchisor's 
interest in any improvements or equipment 
located on such premises; or 

"(ii) if applicable, offered the franchisee a 
right of first refusal of at least 45 days dura
tion of an offer, made by another, to pur
chase such franchisor's interest in such im
provements and equipment.". 
SEC. 5. WAIVER OF RIGHTS. 

Section 105 of the Petroleum Marketing 
Practices Act (15 U.S.A. 2805) is amended by 
adding at the end the following new sub
section: 

"(f)(1) No franchisor shall require, as a con
dition of entering into or renewing the fran
chise relationship, a franchisee to release or 
waive-

"(A) any rights under this title or other 
Federal law; or 

"(B) any rights the franchisee may have 
under any valid and applicable State law. · 

"(2) No provision of any franchise shall be 
valid or enforceable which specifies that the 
interpretation or enforcement of the fran
chise shall be governed by the law of any 
State other than the State in which the 
franchisee has its principal place of busi
ness.". 

By Mr. REID: 
S. 2657. A bill to require reauthoriza

tions of budget authority for Govern
ment programs at least every 10 years, 
to provide for review of Government 
programs at least every 10 years, and 
for other purposes; pursuant to the 
order of August 4, 1977, referred jointly 
to the Committee on the Budget and 
the Committee on Governmental Af
fairs. 

SPENDING CONTROL AND PROGRAMS 
EVALUATION ACT 

Mr. REID. Mr. President, today I am 
introducing the Spending Control and 
Programs Evaluation Act of 1992. 

It is an understatement to say that 
the Federal Government faces a budget 
and debt crisis. In this fiscal year, our 
budget deficit is expected to be $400 bil
lion, and our national debt already 
stands at· $3.5 trillion. None of the fixes 
we have tried in recent years to control 
deficit spending have worked, or appear 
to have any likelihood of working-not 
the ill-fated budget deal of 1990, not the 
mindless rush to surrender budget ac
countability to the private sector in 
the name of "privatization", not even 
the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings approach 
which I, and a large majority of Con
gress, supported. 

It is time we take the tough steps 
that will be needed to eliminate our 
budget deficits and begin reducing the 
national debt. One step we can take, 
and should take, is to pass a consti tu
tional amendment requiring a balanced 
Federal budget. I am a sponsor of such 
an amendment. However, even this ac
tion won't ensure that the Congress 
has the information needed to make 
the proper decisions on what spending 
is truly needed and what spending 
should be cut or eliminated. We need to 
know more about what we are doing 
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when we make decisions on Federal 
spending programs, and we ought to re
visit those decisions on a regular basis 
to see if they are still valid. Currently, 
we pass legislation authorizing Federal 
spending in a piecemeal fashion. Over 
time this is bound to create duplica
tion of effort, and in some cases prob
ably even contradictory efforts. 

Let's take a minute to look at just 
the Federal agencies that administer 
agricultural related activities. These 
include: Farmers Home Administra
tion, Rural Electrification Administra
tion, Federal Crop Insurance Corpora
tion, Agricultural Cooperative Service, 
Agricultural Marketing Service, Ani
mal and Plant Health Inspection Serv
ice, Food Safety and Inspection Serv
ice, National Agricultural Library, 
Economic Research Service, National 
Agricultural Statistics Service, Soil 
Conservation Service, Economic Re
search Service, National Agricultural 
Statistics Service, World Agricultural 
Outlook Board, Federal Grain Inspec
tion Service, Center for Veterinary 
Medicine, Center for Food Safety and 
Applied Nutrition, Food and Drug Ad
ministration, Packers and Stockyards 
Administration, Food and Nutrition 
Service, Human Nutrition Information 
Service, Agricultural Stabilization and 
Conservation Service, Commodity 
Credit Corporation, Foreign Agri
culture Service, Office of International 
Cooperation and Development, Agricul
tural Research Service, Cooperative 
State Research Service, Extension 
Service, Farm Credit Administration, 
and the Commodity Future Trading 
Commission. 

The questions are do we need all of 
these agencies to do the job? Is there 
overlap in their responsibilities? Do 
their activities ever contradict each 
other? How much money is wasted due 
to bureaucratic infighting? Would it be 
more efficient to consolidate some of 
these agencies? 

Today, there is simply no way for us 
to answer these questions. We need to 
organize our review of these programs 
so that we know what each does com
pared to the others, and what priority 
those activities should have in com
parison with the other responsibilities 
of the Federal Government. 

I do not mean to single out only pro
grams for agriculture. The same prob
lem exists throughout the Federal Gov
ernment. I have identified 43 different 
agencies with responsibilities over 
labor issues, 21 with environmental re
sponsibilities, 25 that deal with trans
portation, and 20 with responsibilities 
for our energy programs. Even this is 
not the whole picture. I merely wish to 
point out that with agriculture, as 
with many other Federal programs, 
Congress' left hand often doesn't know 
what its right hand is doing. Congress 
is, in many cases, wasting the time of 
executive branch agencies and the 
money of taxpayers because we do not 

spend the time necessary to occasion
ally make a comprehensive examina
tion of existing programs. In an era 
when every penny must be stretched to 
the limit, this state of affairs cannot 
be allowed to continue. 

What the Senate needs to make intel
ligent decisions on its spending prior
ities is a comprehensive and organized 
evaluation of the various spending pro
grams under our jurisdiction and a re
quirement that decisions on these pro
grams be reviewed on a regular basis. A 
first step was taken in this direction 
during Senate consideration of this 
year's budget resolution when my 
amendment calling for a review or ex
isting spending programs was approved 
by voice vote. 

Mr. President, the legislation I am 
introducing today is a comprehensive 
budget reform package. With the ex
ception of Social Security, Medicare, 
Federal pensions, and certain other 
programs, this legislation will force 
Congress to evaluate and reauthorize 
nearly every Federal spending program 
at least once every 10 years if these 
programs are to continue. The first 
step in this direction is to require our 
committees to review and evaluate the 
programs under their jurisdiction. I 
can't imagine anyone questioning the 
need for such review and evaluation. 
However, Congress, and in particular 
the Senate, has become a firehouse. In
stead of proactive work we are per
forming reactive work. We have lost 
control over one of our most important 
responsibilities: managing the Nation's 
financial resources. In short, this body 
has become a legislative crisis manage
ment team. The Congress no longer 
seems to be able to put forward 
thoughtful, ordered, and comprehen
sive solutions to our national needs. 
Instead, we rush down here on the Sen
ate floor day in and day out and vote 
on emergency, Band-Aid proposals to · 
our serious national problems. Is it any 
wonder that several of our most reflec
tive and productive members have cho
sen to leave this body in frustration. 

I firmly believe that many of these 
legislative crises can be prevented by a 
systematic review and reauthorization 
of our major national policies. The bill 
I am introducing, by requiring a peri
odic comprehensive review of Federal 
spending programs, will enable Con
gress to become more proactive and a 
less reactive. It will allow us to return 
to enacting long-term policies. 

Mr. President. I hope that my col
leagues will join me in working to ra
tionalize our spending process. The 
American people expect us to manage 
the Nation's affairs in an organized and 
efficient way. We have fallen short of 
that mandate and the judgment of the 
people is being reflected in the current 
low esteem in which Congress is held. I 
believe this legislation is a chance to 
bring real change to the way we do 
business-a change that will be cheered 
by the Nation's taxpayers. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
full text of my bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

s. 2657 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Spending 
Control and Programs Evaluation Act of 
1992". 
SEC. 2. PURPOSES OF ACT. 

The purposes of this Act are-
(1) to require that most Government pro

grams be reauthorized according to a sched
ule at least once every 10 years; 

(2) to limit the length of time for which 
Government programs can be authorized to 
10 years; 

(3) to bar the expenditure of funds for Gov
ernment programs which have not been pro
vided for by a law enacted during the 10-year 
sunset reauthorization cycle; and 

(4) to encourage the reexamination of se
lected Government programs each Congress. 
SEC. 3. DEFINITIONS AND CONSTRUCTION. 

(a) DEFINITIONS.-For purposes of this 
Act---

(1) The term "budget authority" has the 
meaning given to it by section 3(2) of the 
Congressional Budget Act of 1974. 

(2) The term "permanent budget author
ity" means budget authority provided for an 
indefinite period of time or an unspecified 
number of fiscal years which does not re
quire recurring action by the Congress, but 
does not include budget authority provided 
for a specified fiscal year which is available 
for obligation or expenditure in one or more 
succeeding fiscal years. 

(3) The term "Comptroller General" means 
the Comptroller General of the United 
States. 

(4) The term "agency" means an executive 
agency as defined in section 105 of title 5, 
United States Code, except that such term 
includes the United States Postal Service 
and the Postal Rate Commission but does 
not include the General Accounting Office. 

(5) The term "sunset reauthorization 
cycle" means the period of 5 Congresses be
ginning with the One Hundred Third Con
gress and with each sixth Congress following 
the One Hundred Third Congress. 

(b) TREATMENT OF PROGRAMS.-For pur
poses of this Act, each program (including 
any program exempted by a provision of law 
from inclusion in the Budget of the United 
States) shall be assigned to the functional 
and subfunctional categories to which it is 
assigned in the Budget of the United States 
Government, fiscal year 1993. Each commit
tee of the Senate or the House of Representa
tives which reports any bill or resolution 
which authorizes the enactment of new budg
et authority for a program not included in 
the fiscal year 1993 budget shall include, in 
the committee report accompanying such 
bill or resolution (and, where appropriate, 
the conferees shall include in their joint 
statement on such bill or resolution), a 
statement as to the functional and subfunc
tional category to which such program is to 
be assigned. 

(c) REAUTHORIZATION DATE.-For purposes 
of titles I, II, and III of this Act, the reau
thorization date applicable to a program is 
the date specified for such program under 
section 101(b). 
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TITLE I-REAUTHORIZATION OF 

GOVERNMENT PROGRAMS 
SEC. 101. REAUTHORIZATION CYCLE. 

(a) GENERAL RULE.-Each Government pro
gram (except those listed in section 103) shall 
be reauthorized at least once during each 
sunset reauthorization cycle during the Con
gress in which the reauthorization date ap
plicable to such program (pursuant to sub
section (b)) occurs. 

(b) FIRST REAUTHORIZATION DATE.-The 
first reauthorization date applicable to a 
Government program is the date specified in 
the following table, and each subsequent re
authorization date applicable to a program is 
the date ten years following the preceding 
reauthorization date: 

Programs included with
in subfunctional cat

egory 

254 Space, Science, 
Applications and 

Technology. 
272 Energy 

Conservation. 
301 Water Resources. 

352 Agriculture and 
Research Services. 

371 Mortgage Credit 
and Thrift Insurance. 

376 Other Advancement 
and Regulation of 

Commerce. 

Programs included within subfunctional category 

501 Elementary, Secondary, and Vocational Edu· 
cation. 

601 General Retirement and Disability Insurance. 
602 Federal Employment Retirement and Disabil· 

ity. 
703 Hospital and Medical Care for Veterans. 
806 Other General Government. 
851 General Revenue Sharing. 
051 Department of Defense-Military. 
053 Atomic Energy Defense Activities. 
154 Foreign Information and Exchange Act. 
251 General Science and Basic Research. 
306 Other Natural Resources. 
351 Farm Income Stabilization. 
401 Ground Transportation. 
502 Higher Education. 
553 Education and Training of Health Care Worll 

Force. 
70 I Income Security for Veterans. 
752 Federal Litigative and Judicial Activities. 
802 Executive Director and Management. 
803 Central Fiscal Operations. 
054 Defense Related Activities. 
152 Military Assistance. 
155 International Financial Programs. 
253 Space Flight. 
255 Supporting Space Activities. 
27 4 Emergency Energy Preparedness. 
302 Conservation and land Management. 
304 Pollution Control and Abatement. 
407 Other Transportation. 
504 Training and Employment. 
506 Social Services. 
554 Consumer and Occupational Health and 

Safety. 
704 Veterans Housing. 
751 Federal Law Enforcement Activities. 
801 Legislative Function. 
852 Other General Purpose Fiscal Assistance. 
153 Conduct of Foreign Affairs. 
271 Energy Supply. 
303 Recreational Resources. 
402 Air Transportation. 
505 Other Labor Services. 
551 Health Care Services. 
604 Public Assistance and Other Income Supple

ments. 
702 Veterans Education, Training, and Rehabili· 

tation. 
753 Federal Correctional Activities. 
805 Central Personnel Management. 
902 Other Interest. 
151 Foreign Economic and Financial Assistance. 
276 Energy Information, Policy and Regulation. 
372 Postal Service. 
403 Water Transportation. 

First reauthorization 
date 

September 30, 1995. 

First reauthorization 
date 

September 30, 1997. 

September 30, 1999. 

September 30, 2001. 

September 30, 2003. 

Programs included within subfunctional category 

451 Community Development. 
452 Area and Regional Development. 
453 Disaster Relief and Insurance. 
503 Research and General Education Aids. 
552 Health Research. 
603 Unemployment Compensation. 
705 Other Veterans Benefits and Services. 
754 Criminal Justice Assistance. 
804 General Property and Record Management. 
90 I Interest on the Public Debt. 

First reauthorization 
date 

(c) POINT OF ORDER TO PRESERVE SUNSET.
(1) It shall not be in order in either the Sen
ate or the House of Representatives to con
sider any bill or resolution, or amendment 
thereto, which authorizes the enactment of 
new budget authority for a program for ape
riod of more than 10 fiscal years, for an in
definite period, or (except during the Con
gress in which such next reauthorization 
date occurs) for any fiscal year beginning 
after the next reauthorization date applica
ble to such program. Notwithstanding the 
preceding sentence, it shall be in order to 
consider a bill or resolution for the purpose 
of considering an amendment to the bill or 
resolution which would make the authoriza
tion period conform to the requirement of 
such sentence. 

(2)(A) It shall not be in order in either the 
Senate or the House of Representatives to 
consider any bill or resolution, or amend
ment thereto, which provides new budget au
thority for a program for any fiscal year be
ginning after any reauthorization date appli
cable to such program under subsection (b), 
unless the provision of such new budget au
thority is specifically authorized by a law 
which constitutes a required authorization 
for such program. 

(B) For the purposes of this title, the term 
"required authorization" means a law au
thorizing the enactment of new budget au
thority for a program, which complies with 
the provisions of paragraph (1). 

(3) No new budget authority may be obli
gated or expended for a program for a fiscal 
year beginning after the last fiscal year in a 
sunset reauthorization cycle unless a provi
sion of law providing for the expenditure of 
such funds has been enacted during such sun
set reauthorization cycle. 

(4) Any provision of law ·proviaing perma
nent budget authority for a program shall 
cease to be effective (for the purpose of pro
viding such budget authority) on the first re
authorization date applicable to such pro
gram. 

(5) It shall not be in order in either the 
Senate or the House of Representatives to 
consider any bill or resolution, or amend
ment thereto, which provides new budget au
thority for a program unless the bill or reso
lution, or amendment thereto (or the report 
which accompanies such bill or resolution), 
includes a specific reference to the provision 
of law which constitutes a required author
ization for such program. Notwithstanding 
the preceding sentence, it shall be in order to 
consider a bill or resolution for the purpose 
of considering an amendment which provides 
such reference to the appropriate provision 
of law. 
SEC. 102. REAUTHORIZATION REVIEW. 

(a) GENERAL RULE.-lt shall not be in order 
in either the Senate or the House of Rep
resentatives to consider any bill or resolu
tion, or amendment thereto, which has been 
reported by a committee and which author
izes the enactment of new budget authority 
for a program for a fiscal year beginning 
after the next reauthorization date applica
ble to such program, unless a reauthoriza-

tion review of such program has been com
pleted during the Congress in which the re
authorization date for such program occurs 
(or during a subsequent Congress when such 
required authorization is considered), and 
the report accompanying such bill or resolu
tion includes a separate section entitled 
"Reauthorization Review" recommending, 
based on such review, whether the program 
or the laws affecting such program should be 
continued without change, continued with 
modifications, or terminated, and also in
cludes, to the extent the committee or com
mittees having jurisdiction deem appro
priate, each of the following matters: 

(1) Information and analysis on the organi
zation, operation, costs, results, accomplish
ments, and effectiveness of the program. 

(2) An identification of any other programs 
having similar objectives, and a justification 
of the need for the proposed program in com
parison with those other programs which 
may be potentially conflicting or duplica
tive. 

(3) An identification of the objectives in
tended for the program, and the problems or 
needs which the program is intended to ad
dress, including an analysis of the perform
ance expected to be achieved, based on the 
bill or resolution as reported. 

(4) A comparison of the amount of new 
budget authority which was authorized for 
the program in each of the previous four fis
cal years and the amount of new budget au
thority provided in each such year. 

(b) REVIEW OF NEW AUTHORITY.-It shall 
not be in order in either the Senate or the 
House of Representatives to consider a bill 
or resolution, or amendment thereto, which 
authorizes the enactment of new budget au
thority for a program for which there pre
viously has been no such authorization un
less the report accompanying such bill or 
resolution sets forth , to the extent that the 
committee or committees having jurisdic
tion deem appropriate, the information spec
ified in subsections (a)(2) and (a)(3). 

(C) CONGRESSIONAL REVIEW BY AUTHORIZING 
COMMITTEES.-Each committee having legis
lative jurisdiction over a program referred to 
in section 103 shall conduct a review of such 
program of the type described in subsection 
(a) of this section at least once during each 
sunset reauthorization cycle, during the 
Congress in which the reauthorization date 
applicable to such program occurs, and shall 
submit to the Senate or the House of Rep
resentatives, as the case may be, a report 
containing its recommendations and other 
information of the type described in sub
section (a). It shall not be in order in either 
the Senate or the House of Representatives 
to consider a bill or resolution reported by 
the committee having legislative jurisdic
tion which authorizes the enactment of new 
budget authority for such program unless 
such report accompanies such bill or resolu
tion, or has been submitted during the Con
gress in which the reauthorization date for 
such program occurred as provided in section 
101(b), whichever first occurs. 
SEC. 103. PROGRAMS NOT INCLUDED. 

Section 10l(c) shall not apply to the follow
ing: 

(1) Programs included within functional 
category 900 (Interest). 

(2) Any Federal programs or activities to 
enforce civil rights guaranteed by the Con
stitution of the United States or to enforce 
antidiscrimination laws of the United 
States, including but not limited to the in
vestigation of violations of civil rights, civil 
or criminal litigation or the implementation 
or enforcement of judgments resulting from 
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such litigation, and administrative activities 
in support of the foregoing. 

(3) Programs which are related .to the ad
ministration of the Federal judiciary and 
which are classified in the fiscal year 1993 
budget under subfunctional category 752 
(Federal litigative and judicial activities). 

(4) Payments of refunds of internal revenue 
collections as provided in title I of the Sup
plemental Treasury and Post Office Depart
ments Appropriation Act of 1949 (62 Stat. 
561), but not to include refunds to persons in 
excess of their tax payments. 

(5) Programs included in the fiscal year 
1993 budget in subfunctional categories 701 
(Income security for veterans), 702 (Veterans 
education, training, and rehabilitation), 704 
(Veterans housing), and programs for provid
ing health care which are included in such 
budget in subfunctional category 703 (Hos
pital and medical care for veterans). 

(6) Social Security and Federal employee 
retirement programs including the follow
ing: 

(A) Programs funded through trust funds 
which are included with subfunctional cat
egories 551 (Health care serv,ices), 601 (Gen
eral retirement and disability insurance), or 
602 (Federal employee retirement and dis
ability). 

(B) Retirement pay and retired pay of mili
tary personnel on the retired lists of the 
Army, Navy, Marine Corps, and the Air 
Force, including the Reserve components 
thereof, retainer pay for personnel of the In
active Fleet Reserve; and payments under 
section 4 of Public Law 92-425 and chapter 73 
of title 10, United States Code (survivor's 
benefits), classified in the fiscal year 1993 
budget in subfunctional category 051 (De
partment of Defense-military). 

(C) Retirement pay and medical benefits 
for · retired commissioned officers of the 
Coast Guard, the Public Health Service Com
missioned Corps, and the National Oceanic 
and Atmospheric Commissioned Corps and 
their survivors and dependents, classified in 
the fiscal year 1988 budget irl subfunctional 
category 551 (Health care services) or in sub
functional category 306 (Other natural re
sources). 

(D) Retired pay of military personnel of 
the Coast Guard and Coast Guard Reserve, 
members of the former Lighthouse Service, 
and for annuities payable to beneficiaries of 
retired mill tary personnel under the retired 
serviceman's family protection plan (10 
U.S.C. 1431-1446) and survivor benefit plan (10 
U.S.C. 1447-1455), classified in the fiscal year 
1988 budget in subfunctional category 403 
(Water transportation). 

(E) Payments to the Central Intelligence 
Agency Retirement and Disability Fund, 
classified in fiscal year 1993 budget in sub
functional category 054 (Defense-related ac
tivities). 

(F) Payments to the Civil Service Retire
ment and Disability Fund for financing un
funded liabilities, classified in fiscal year 
1993 budget in subfunctional category 805 
(Central personnel management). 

(G) Payments to the Foreign Service Re
tirement and Disability Fund, classified in 
fiscal year 1993 budget in subfunctional cat
egory 153 (Conduct of foreign affairs). 

(H) Payments to the Federal Old-Age and 
Survivors Insurance and the Federal Disabil
ity Insurance Trust Funds, classified in fis
cal year 1993 budget in various subfunctional 
categories. 

(I) Administration of the retirement and 
disability programs set forth in this section. 

SEC. 104. MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS. 
(a) SENSE OF THE CONGRESS.-It is the sense 

of the Congress that all programs should be 
considered and reauthorized in program cat
egories which constitute major areas of leg
islative policy. Such authorizations should 
be for sufficient periods of time to enhance 
oversight and the review and evaluation of 
Government programs. 

(b) MODIFICATION OF. SCHEDULE.-The reau
thorization schedule contained in section 
101(b) may be changed by concurrent resolu
tion of the two Houses of the Congress (ex
cept that changes in the schedule affecting 
permanent appropriations may be made only 
by law). 

(c) COMMITTEE REFERRAL.-All messages, 
petitions, memorials, concurrent resolu
tions, and bills proposing changes in section 
101(b) and all bills proposing changes in sec
tion 103, shall be referred first to the com
mittee with legislative jurisdiction over any 
program affected by the proposal and sequen
tially to the Committee on Rules in the 
House of Representatives or to the Commit
tee on Rules and Administration in the Sen-
~~ . 

(d) COMMITTEE REPORTS.-Except as pro
vided in subsection (f), the Committee on 
Rules in the House of Representatives or the 
Committee on Rules and Administration in 
the Senate shall report with its rec
ommendations any concurrent resolution or 
bill referred to it under subsection (c) and 
which previously has been reported favorably 
by a committee of legislative jurisdiction 
within 30 days (not counting any day on 
which the Senate or the House of Represent
atives is not in session), beginning with the 
day following the day on which such resolu
tion or bill is so referred. 

(e) COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATIONS.-The 
recommendations of the Committee on Rules 
or the Committee on Rules and Administra
tion pursuant to subsection (d) or (f) shall in
clude a statement on each of the following 
matters: 

(1) The effect the proposed change would 
have on the sunset reauthorization schedule. 

(2) The effect the proposed change would 
have on the jurisdictional and reauthoriza
tion responsibilities and workloads of the au
thorizing committees of Congress. 

(3) Any suggested grouping of similar pro
grams which would further the goals of this 
Act to make more effective comparisons be
tween programs having like objective. 

(f) COMMITTEE REFERRAL AMENDMENTS TO 
THIS ACT.-Any concurrent resolution or bill 
proposing a change in section 101(b) or 103 
shall be referred in the House to the Com
mittee on Rules and in the Senate to the 
Committee on Rules and Administration. 
Such committee shall report an omnibus 
concurrent resolution or bill containing its 
recommendations regarding the proposed 
changes and consideration of such hill or res
olution shall be highly privileged in the 
House of Representatives and privileged in 
the Senate. The provisions of subsections (c) 
and (d) of section 1017 of the Impoundment 
Control Act of 1974, insofar as they relate to 
consideration of rescission bills, shall apply 
to the consideration of concurrent resolu
tions and bills proposing changes reported 
pursuant to this subsection, amendments 
thereto, motions and appeals with respect 
thereto, and conference reports thereon. 

(g) POINT OF 0RDER.-It shall not be in 
order in the Senate or the House of Rep
resentatives to consider a bill or resolution 
reported pursuant to subsection (b), (c), (d), 
or (f) which proposes a reauthorization date 
for a program beyond the final reauthoriza-

tion date of the sunset reauthorization cycle 
then in progress. Notwithstanding the pre
ceding sentence, it shall be in order to con
sider a bill or resolution for the purpose of 
considering an amendment which meets the 
requirements of this subsection. 

TITLE II-PROGRAM INVENTORY 
SEC. 201. PROGRAM INVENTORY. 

(a) PREPARATION.-The Comptroller Gen
eral and the Director of the Congressional 
Budget Office, in cooperation with the Direc
tor of the Congressional Research Service, 
shall prepare an inventory of Federal pro
grams (hereafter in this title referred to as 
the "program inventory"). 

(b) PURPOSE.-The purpose of the program 
inventory is to advise and assist the Con
gress in carrying out the requirements of ti
tles I and III. Such inventory shall not in 
any way bind the committees of the Senate 
or the House of Representatives with respect 
to their responsibilities under such titles and 
shall not infringe on the legislative and over
sight responsibilities of such committees. 
The Comptroller General shall compile and 
maintain the inventory, and the Director of 
the Congressional Budget Office shall pro
vide budgetary information for inclusion in 
the inventory. 

(C) SUBMISSION DATE.-Not later than Jan
uary 1, 1993, the Comptroller General, after 
consultation with the Director of the Con
gressional Budget Office and the Director of 
the Congressional Research Service, shall 
submit the program inventory to the Senate 
and House of Representatives. 

(d) CATEGORIES IN REPORT.-In the report 
submitted under this section, the Comptrol
ler General, after consultation and in co
operation with and consideration of the 
views and recommendations of the Director 
of the Congressional Budget Office, shall 
group programs into program areas appro
priate for the exercise of the review and re
examination requirements of this Act. Such 
groupings shall identify program areas in a 
manner which classifies each program in 
only one functional and only one subfunc
tional category and which is consistent with 
the structure of national needs, agency mis
sions, and basic programs developed pursu
ant to section 1105 of title 31, United States 
Code. 

(e) PROGRAM ANALYSIS.-The program in
ventory shall set forth for each program 
each of the following matters: 

(1) The specific provision or provisions of 
law authorizing the program. 

(2) The committees of the Senate and the 
House of Representatives which have legisla
tive or oversight jurisdiction over the pro
gram. 

(3) A brief statement of the purpose or pur
poses to be achieved by the program. 

(4) The committees which have jurisdiction 
over legislation providing new budget au
thority for the program, including the appro
priate subcommittees of the Committees on 
Appropriations of the Senate and the House 
of Representatives. 

(5) The agency and, if applicable, the sub
division thereof responsible for administer
ing the program. 

(6) The grants-in-aid, if any, provided by 
such program to State and local govern
ments. 

(7) The next reauthorization date for the 
program. 

(8) A unique identification number which 
links the program and functional category 
structure. 

(9) The year in which the program was 
originally established and, where applicable, 
the year in which the program expires. 
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(10) Where applicable, the year in which 

new budget authority for the program was 
last authorized and the year in which cur
rent authorizations of new budget authority 
expire. 

(f) UNAUTHORIZED PROGRAMS.-The inven
tory shall contain a separate tabular listing 
of programs which are not required to be re
authorized pursuant to section 10l(c). 

(g) ANALYSIS OF NEW BUDGET AUTHORITY.
The report also shall set forth for each pro
gram whether the new budget authority pro
vided for such programs is---

(1) authorized for a definite period of time; 
(2) authorized in a specific dollar amount 

but without limit of time; 
(3) authorized without limit of time or dol

lar amounts; 
(4) not specifically authorized; or 
(5) permanently provided, 

as determined by the Director of the Con
gressional Budget Office. 

(h) OTHER DATA.-For each program or 
group of programs, the program inventory 
also shall include information prepared by 
the Director of the Congressional Budget Of
fice indicating each of the following matters: 

(1) The amounts of new budget authority 
authorized and provided for the program for 
each of the preceding four fiscal years and, 
where applicable, the four succeeding fiscal 
years. 

(2) The functional and subfunctional cat
egory in which the program is presently clas
sified and was classified under the fiscal year 
1993 budget. 

(3) The identification code and title of the 
appropriation account in which budget au
thority is provided for the program. 
SEC. 202. EXCHANGE OF INFORMATION. 

The General Accounting Office, the Con
gressional Research Service, and the Con
gressional Budget Office shall permit the 
mutual exchange of available information in 
their possession which would aid in the com
pilation of the program inventory. 
SEC. 203. AGENCY COOPERATION. 

The Office of Management and Budget, and 
the Executive agencies and the subdivisions 
thereof shall, to the extent necessary and 
possible, provide the General Accounting Of
fice with assistance requested by the Comp
troller General in the compilation of the pro
gram inventory. 
SEC. 204. CONGRESSIONAL REVIEW. 

Each committee of the Senate and the 
House of Representatives, the Congressional 
Budget Office, and the Congressional Re
search Service shall review the program in
ventory as submitted under section 201 and 
not later than March 1, 1993, each shall ad
vise the Comptroller General of any revi
sions in the composition or identification of 
programs and groups of programs which it 
recommends. After full consideration of the 
reports of all such committees and officials, 
the Comptroller General in consultation 
with the committees of the Senate and the 
House of Representatives shall report, not 
later than May 1, 1993, a revised program in
ventory to the Senate and the House of Rep
resentatives. 
SEC. 205. REVISIONS OF INVENTORY. 

(a) REVISIONS OF lNVENTORY.-The Comp
troller General, after the close of each ses
sion of the Congress, shall revise the pro
gram inventory and report the revisions to 
the Senate and the House of Represe~tatives. 

(b) CONGRESSIONAL REPORT.-After the 
close of each session of the Congress, the Di
rector of the Congressional Budget Office 
shall prepare a report, for inclusion in the 
revised inventory, with respect to each pro-

gram included in the program inventory and 
each program established by law during such 
session, which includes the amount of the 
new budget authority authorized and the 
amount of new budget authority provided for 
the current fiscal year and each of the 5 suc
ceeding fiscal years. If new budget authority 
is not authorized or provided or is authorized 
or provided for an indefinite amount for any 
of such 5 succeeding fiscal years with respect 
to any program, the Director shall make pro
jections of the amounts of such new budget 
authority necessary to be authorized or pro
vided for any such fiscal year to maintain a 
current level of services. 

(C) LIST OF PROGRAMS NOT REAUTHORIZED.
Not later than one year after the first or any 
subsequent reauthorization date, the Direc
tor of the Congressional Budget Office, in 
consultation with the Comptroller General 
and the Director of the Congressional Re
search Service, shall compile a list of the 
provisions of law related to all programs sub
ject to such reauthorization date for which 
new budget authority was not authorized. 
The Director of the Congressional Budget Of
fice shall include such a list in the report re
quired by subsection (b). The committees 
with legislative jurisdiction over the af
fected programs shall study the affected pro
visions and make any recommendations they 
deem to be appropriate with regard to such 
provisions to the Senate and the House of 
Representa t1 ves. 
SEC. 206. ADEQUACY ASSESSMENT. 

The Director of the Congressional Budget 
Office and the Comptroller General shall in
clude in their respective reports to the Con
gress pursuant to section 202(f) of the Con
gressional Budget Act of 1974 and section 719 
of title 31, United States Code, an assess
ment of the adequacy of the functional and 
subfunctional categories contained in sec
tion lOl(b) of this Act for grouping programs 
of like missions or objectives. 
SEC. 207. REPORT ON PENDING LEGISLATION. 

(a) ANNUAL REPORT.-The Director of the 
Congressional Budget Office shall tabulate 
and issue an annual report on the progress of 
congressional action on bills and resolutions 
reported by a committee of either House or 
passed by either House which authorize the 
enactment of new budget authority for pro
grams. 

(b) CONTENTS OF REPORT.-The report shall 
include an up-to-date tabulation for the fis
cal year beginning October 1 and the suc
ceeding four -fiscal years of the amounts of 
budget authority-

(!) authorized by law or proposed to be au
thorized in any bill or resolution reported by 
any committee of the Senate or the House of 
Representatives; or 

(2) if budget authority is not authorized or 
proposed to be authorized for any of the 5 fis
cal years, the amounts necessary to main
tain a current level of services for programs 
in the inventory. 

(C) PROGRAMS SUBJECT TO REAUTHORIZA
TION.-The Director of the Congressional 
Budget Office shall issue periodic reports on 
the programs and the provisions of laws 
which are scheduled for reauthorization in 
each Congress pursuant to the reauthoriza
tion schedule in section lOl(b). In these re
ports, the Director shall identify each provi
sion of law which authorizes the enactment 
of new budget authority for programs sched
uled for reauthorization and the title of the 
appropriation bill, or part thereof, which 
would provide new budget authority pursu
ant to each authorization. 

TITLE III-PROGRAM REEXAMINATION 
SEC. 301. REEXAMINATION BY CONGRESS. 

(a) COMMITTEE REEXAMINATION.-Each com
mittee of the Senate and the House of Rep
resentatives periodically shall provide 
through the procedures established in sec
tion 302, for the conduct of a comprehensive 
reexamination of selected programs or 
groups of programs over which it has juris
diction. 

(b) SELECTION CRITERIA.-In selecting pro
grams and groups of programs for reexam
ination, each committee shall consider each 
of the following matters: 

(1) The extent to which substantial time 
has passed since the program or group of pro
grams has been in effect. 

(2) The extent to which a program or group 
of programs appears to require significant 
change. 

(3) The resources of the committee with a 
view toward undertaking reexaminations 
across a broad range of programs. 

(4) The desirability of examining related 
programs concurrently. 
SEC. 302. FUNDING RESOLUTION AND REPORT. 

(a) FUNDING RESOLUTION AND REPORT.-(1) 
The funding resolution first reported by each 
committee of the Senate in 1994, and there
after for the first session of each Congress, 
shall include, and the first funding resolu
tion introduced by each committee of the 
House of Representatives (and referred to the 
Committee on House Administration) for 
such year and thereafter for the first session 
of each Congress shall include, a section set
ting forth the committee's plan for reexam
ination of programs under this title. Such 
plan shall include each of the following mat
ters: 

(A) The programs to be reexamined and the 
reasons for their selection. 

(B) The scheduled completion date for each 
program reexamination, which date shall not 
be later than the end of the Congress preced
ing the Congress in which the reauthoriza
tion date applicable to a program occurs as 
provided in section lOl(b), unless the com
mittee explains in a statement in the report 
accompanying its proposed funding resolu
tion (in the Senate), or in a statement sup
plied by the respective committee and in
cluded in the report of the Committee on 
House Administration (in the House of Rep
resentatives), the reasons for a later comple
tion date, except that reports on programs 
scheduled for reauthorization during the 103d 
Congress and selected for reexamination in a 
committee's plan adopted in 1993 may be sub
mitted at any time on or before February 15, 
1994. 

(C) The estimated cost for each reexamina
tion. 

(2) The report accompanying the funding 
resolution reported by each committee of the 
Senate in 1993 and thereafter for the first 
session of each Congress, shall include, and 
the report accompanying the funding resolu
tion reported by the Committee on House 
Administration with respect to each com
mittee of the House of Representatives shall 
include, a statement of that committee, with 
respect to each reexamination in its plan, of 
each of the following matters: 

(A) A description of the components of the 
reexamination. 

(B) A statement of whether the reexamina
tion is to be conducted (i) by the committee, 
or (ii) at the request and under the direction 
of or under contract with the committee, as 
the case may be, by one or more instrumen
talities of the legislative branch, one or 
more instrumentalities of the executive 
branch, or one or more nongovernmental <>"r-
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ganizations, or (iii) by a combination of the 
foregoing. 

(3) It shall not be in order to consider a 
funding resolution with respect to a commit
tee of the Senate or the House of Representa
tives in 1993, and thereafter for the first ses
sion of a Congress, unless-

(A) such resolution includes a section con
taining the information described in para
graph (1) and the report accompanying such 
resolution contains the information de
scribed in paragraph (2); and 

(B) the report required by subsection (c) 
with respect to each program reexamination 
scheduled for completion during the preced
ing Congress by such committee has been 
submitted for printing. 

(4) It shall not be in order to consider an 
amendment to the section of a funding reso
lution described in paragraph (1) reported by 
a committee of the Senate for a year, or re
ported by the Committee on House Adminis
tration with respect to a committee of the 
House of Representatives for a year-

(A) if such amendment would require reex
amination of a program which has been reex
amined by such committee under this sec
tion during any of the five preceding years; 

(B) if such amendment would cause such 
section not to contain the information de
scribed in paragraph (1) with respect to each 
program to be reexamined by such commit
tee; or 

(C) if notice of intention to propose such 
amendment has not been given to such com
mittee and, in the case of an amendment in 
the Senate, to the Committee on Rules and 
Administration of the Senate, or, in the case 
of an amendment in the House of Represent
atives, to the Committee on House Adminis
tration, not later than January 20 of the cal
endar year in which such year begins or the 
first day of the session of the Congress in 
which such year begins, whichever is later. 

The notice required by subparagraph (C) 
shall include the substance of the amend
ment intended to be proposed and, if such 
amendment would add one or more programs 
to be reexamined, shall include the informa
tion described in paragraphs (1) and (2) with 
respect to each such program. Subparagraph 
(C) shall not apply to amendments proposed 
by such committee or by the Committee on 
Rules and Administration or House Adminis
tration, as the case may be. 

(b) CONSULTATION WITH OTHER COMMIT
TEES.-In order to achieve coordination of 
program reexamination each committee 
shall, in preparing each reexamination plan 
required by subsection (a), consult with ap
propriate committees of the Senate or appro
priate committees of the House of Represent
atives, as the case may be, and shall inform 
itself of related activities of and support or 
assistance that may be provided by (1) the 
General Accounting Office, the Congres
sional Budget Office, the Congressional Re
search Service, and the Office of Technology 
Assessment, and (2) appropriate instrumen
talities in the executive and judicial 
branches. 

(C) COMMITTEE REPORTS.-Each committee 
shall prepare and have printed a report with 
respect to each reexamination completed 
under this title. Each such report shall be 
delivered to the Secretary of the Senate or 
the Clerk of the House of Representatives, as 
the case may be, not later than the date 
specified in the resolution and printed as a 
Senate or House document, accordingly. To 
the extent permitted by law or regulation, 
such number of additional copies as the com
mittee may order shall be printed for the use 
of the committee. If two or more committees 

have legislative jurisdiction over the same 
program or portions of the same program, 
such committees may reexamine such pro
gram jointly and submit a joint report with 
respect to such reexamination. 

(d) CONTENTS OF COMMITTEE REPORT.-The 
report pursuant to subsection (c) shall set 
forth the findings, recommendations, and 
justifications with respect to the program, 
and shall include to the extent the commit
tee deems appropriate, each of the following 
matters: 

(1) An identification of the objectives in
tended for the program and the problem it 
was intended to address. 

(2) An identification of any trends, devel
opments, and emerging conditions which are 
likely to affect the future nature and extent 
of the problems or needs which the program 
is intended to address and an assessment of 
the potential primary and secondary effects 
of the proposed program. 

(3) An identification of any other program 
having potentially conflicting or duplicative 
objectives. 

(4) A statement of the number and types of 
beneficiaries or persons served by the pro
gram. 

(5) An assessment of the effectiveness of 
the program and the degrees to which the 
original objectives of the program or group 
of programs have been achieved. 

(6) An assessment of the cost effectiveness 
of the program, including where appropriate, 
a cost-benefit analysis of the operation of 
the program. 

(7) An assessment of the relative merits of 
alternative methods which could be consid
ered to achieve the purposes of the program. 

(8) Information on the regulatory, privacy, 
and paperwork impacts of the program. 

(e) TITLE I SATISFIED.-A report submitted 
pursuant to this section shall be deemed to 
satisfy the reauthorization review require
ments of title I. 
SEC. 303. EXECUTIVE REVIEW. 

Each department or agency of the execu
tive branch which is responsible for the ad
ministration of a program selected for reex
amination pursuant to this title shall, not 
later than 6 months before the completion 
date specified for reexamination reports pur
suant to section 302(a)(1)(B), submit to the 
Office of Management and Budget and to the 
appropriate committee or committees of the 
Senate and the House of Representatives a 
report of its findings, recommendations, and 
justifications with respect to each of the 
matters set forth in section 302(d), and the 
Office of Management and Budget shall sub
mit to such committee or committees such 
comments as it deems appropriate. 
SEC. 304. DEFINITIONS. 

For the purposes of this title-
(1) The term "funding resolution" means, 

with respect to each committee of the House 
of Representatives, the primary funding res
olution for such committee which is effec
tive for the duration of a Congress. 

(2) An amendment to a funding resolution 
includes a resolution of the Senate which 
amends such funding resolution. 

TITLE IV-MISCELLANEOUS 
SEC. 401. AGENCY APPROPRIATIONS REQUESTS. 

Section 1108(e) of title 31, United States 
Code, is amended by inserting before the pe
riod a comma and "or at the request of a 
committee of either House of Congress pre
sented after the day on which the President 
transmits the budget to the Congress under 
section 1105 of this title for the fiscal year". 
SEC. 402. NONDISCLOSURE. 

Nothing in this Act shall require the public 
disclosure of matters that are specifically 

authorized under criteria established by an 
Executive order to be kept secret in the in
terest of national defense or foreign policy 
and are in fact properly classified pursuant 
to such Executive order, or which are other
wise specifically protected by law. 
SEC. 403. RULEMAKING. 

The provisions of this section and sections 
101(a), 10l(b), 10l(c)(1), 101(c)(2), 101(c)(5), 102, 
104(a), 104(c), 104(d), 104(e), 104(f), 104(g), title 
m (except section 303), section 405, and sec
tion 406 of this Act are enacted by the Con
gres&-

(1) as an exercise of the rulemaking power 
of the Senate and the House of Representa
tives respectively, and as such they shall be 
considered as part of the rules of each House, 
respectively, or of that House to which they 
specifically apply, and such rules shall su
persede other rules only to the extent that 
they are inconsistent therewith; and 

(2) with full recognition of the constitu
tional right of either House to change such 
rules (so far as relating to such House) at 
any time, in the same manner, and to the 
same extent as in the case of any other rule 
of such House. 
SEC. 404. EXECUTIVE ASSISTANCE AND REGU· 

LATORY DUPLICATION AND CON· 
FLICTS REPORT. 

(a) EXECUTIVE ASSISTANCE.-(!) To assist in 
the review or reexamination of a program, 
the. head of an agency which administers 
such program and the head of any other 
agency, when requested, shall provide to 
each committee of the Senate and the House 
of Representatives which has legislative ju
risdiction over such program such studies, 
information, analyses, reports, and assist
ance as the committee may request. 

(2) Not later than 6 months before the first 
reauthorization date specified for a program 
in section 101(b) the head of the agency 
which administers such program or the head 
of any other agency, when requested by a 
committee of the Senate or the House of 
Representatives, shall conduct a review of 
those regulations currently promulgated and 
in use by that agency which the committee 
specifically has requested be reviewed and 
submit a report to the Senate or the House 
of Representatives as the case may be, set
ting forth the regulations that agency in
tends to retain, eliminate, or modify if the 
program is reauthorized and stating the 
basis for its decision. 

(3) On or before October 1 of the year pre
ceding the beginning of the Congress in 
which occurs the reauthorization date for a 
program, the Comptroller General shall fur
nish to each committee of the Senate and 
the House of Representatives which has leg
islative jurisdiction over such program a 
listing of the prior audits and reviews of 
such program completed during the preced
ing 6 years. 

(4) Consistent with the discharge of the du
ties and functions imposed by law on them 
or their respective Offices or Service, the 
Comptroller General, the Director of the 
Congressional Budget Office, the Director of 
the Office of Technology Assessment, and 
the Director of the Congressional Research 
Service shall furnish to each committee of 
the Senate and the House of Representatives 
such information, analyses, and reports as 
the committee may request to assist it in 
conducting reviews or evaluations of pro
grams. 

(b) REGULATORY DUPLICATION AND CONFLICT 
REPORT.-(1) On or before October 1 of the 
year preceding the beginning of the Congress 
in which occurs the reauthorization date for 
a program, the President, with the coopera-
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tion of the head of each appropriate agency, 
shall submit to the Congress a "Regulatory 
Duplication and Conflict Report" for all such 
programs scheduled for reauthorization in 
the next Congress. 

(2) Each such regulatory duplication and 
conflicts report shall-

(A) identify regulatory policies, including 
data collection requirements, of such pro
grams or the agencies which administer 
them, which duplicate or conflict with each 
other or with rules or regulations or regu
latory policies of other programs or agen
cies, and identify the provisions of law which 
authorize or require such duplicative or con
flicting regulatory policies or the promulga
tion of such duplicative or conflicting rules 
or regulations; 

(B) identify the regulatory policies, includ
ing data collection requirements, of such 
programs which are, or which tend to be, du
plicative of or in conflict with rules or regu
lations or regulatory policies of State or 
local governments; and 

(C) contain recommendations which ad
dress the conflicts or duplications identified 
in subparagraphs (A) and (B). 

(3) The regulatory duplication and con
flicts report submitted by the President pur
suant to this subsection shall be referred to 
the committee or committees of the House 
of Representatives and the Senate with legis
lative jurisdiction over the programs af
fected by the reports. 
SEC. 405. SUNSET REAUTHORIZATION BILL. 

(a) COMMITTEE lNTRODUCTION.-Not later 
than 15 days after the beginning of the sec
ond regular session of the Congress in which 
occurs the reauthorization date applicable to 
a program under section 10l(b), the chairmen 
of the committees of the Senate and the 
House of Representatives having legislative 
jurisdiction over such programs shall intro
duce, in their respective Houses, a bill which, 
if enacted into law, would constitute a re
quired authorization (as defined in section 
101(c)(l)(B)), and such a bill (hereafter in this 
section referred to as a "sunset reauthoriza
tion bill") shall be referred to the appro
priate committee of the Senate or the House 
of Representatives, as the case may be. This 
subsection shall not apply in the case of a 
program which has been reauthorized by a 
required authorization which was signed into 
law by the President prior to 15 days after 
the beginning of the second regular session 
of the Congress in which occurs the reau
thorization date applicable to such program. 

(b) DISCHARGE FOR FAILURE TO CONSIDER.
If the committee to which a sunset reauthor
ization bill for a program has not reported 
such bill by May 15 of the year in which the 
reauthorization date for such program oc
curs, and no other bill which would con
stitute a required authorization for such pro
gram has been enacted into law by that date, 
it is in order to move to discharge the com
mittee from further consideration of the sun
set reauthorization bill at any time there
after. 

(C) DISCHARGE PROCEDURES.-The provi
siofls of section 912(a) of title 5, United 
States Code, as it relates to the discharge of 
resolutions of disapproval on reorganization 
plans, shall apply to motions to discharge 
sunset reauthorization bills, and the provi
sions of subsections (b)(2), (c) (2) through (5), 
and (d) of section 1017 of the Impoundment 
Control Act of 1974, insofar as they relate to 
the consideration of rescission bills shall 
apply to the consideration of such sunset re
authorization bills, amendments thereto, 
motions and appeals with respect thereto, 
and conference reports thereon. 

SEC. 406. COMMITTEE JURISDICTION OVER ACT. 
The Committees on Governmental Affairs 

and on Rules and Administration of the Sen
ate and the Committees on Government Op
erations and on Rules of the House of Rep
resentatives shall review the operation of 
the procedures established by this Act, and 
shall submit a report not later than Decem
ber 31, 1998, and each 5 years thereafter, set
ting forth their findings and recommenda
tions. Such reviews and reports may be con
ducted jointly. 
SEC. 407. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There are authorized to be appropriated for 
fiscal years ending before October 1, 2003, 
such sums as may be necessary to carry out 
the review requirement of titles I and III and 
the requirements for the compilation of the 
inventory of Federal programs as set forth in 
title II. 

By Mr. BIDEN: 
S. 2658. A bill to authorize the Sec

retary of Commerce to make grants to 
States and local governments for the 
construction of projects in areas of 
high unemployment, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Environ
ment and Public Works. 

INFRASTRUCTURE GROWTH AND EMPLOYMENT 
ACT 

•Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, we are now 
taking the first steps back from a re
cession unique in the economic history 
of our country. Last year was the first 
in a decade in which our economy actu
ally produced less than the year before. 
More troubling than this one-time 
shrinkage is the fact that during the 
preceding years, our country's econ
omy failed to grow at a sufficient rate 
to create new jobs or sustain new busi
nesses. 

Despite understandable relief that 
the worst appears to be over, recent 
economic statistics do not obscure the 
fact that at best our economy is ex
pected to grow at only half the rate of 
previous recoveries. Unlike our experi
ence in earlier upswings, the economy 
is not getting better fast enough to 
bring down unemployment or to slow 
the pace of business failures. 

Last year at this time, we were given 
reason to believe that recovery was im
minent, only to find ourselves sliding 
back into the rut of economic activity 
barely sufficient to register in the sta
tistics. The mixed signals of this up
turn do not lend hope that we will fi
nally see the vibrant recovery that we 
are all hoping for. -

One of the reasons this recovery has 
been different from others is the extent 
of structural change in American in
dustry. Unemployment in earlier reces
sions was largely due to temporary lay
offs that would be reversed when the 
bottom of the business cycle was 
passed. But in recent years, many of 
the largest institutions in the Amer
ican economy-General Motors, IBM, 
and in my own State of Delaware, Du
Pont-have undertaken major restruc
turing that will mean the permanent 
loss of the kind of middle-class jobs
skilled workers, managers, engineers-

that signal fundamental change is tak
ing place. 

This latest recession has been an 
early warning of a bleak future for the 
American economy if we do not begin 
to take control of our destiny in an 
evolving world economic system. It is 
also a reminder of the weaknesses built 
into our system by more than a decade 
of accumulated public and private 
debt. As individuals and businesses 
have worked to pay off that accumu
lated load of debt, they have been re
luctant to spend and invest at levels 
characteristic of earlier recoveries. 

The debt burdens of this country 
have received much comment in recent 
years, but their consequences are sub
tle, showing up in ways that are dif
ficult to associate directly with the ab
stract roots of their cause. And we 
have another deficit, one that has been 
growing quietly, and one that often 
breaks into our awareness in ways that 
are impossible to ignore. 

That deficit is the accumulated ne
glect of our infrastructure. The recent 
Chicago flood is only the latest in a se
ries of infrastructure failures. Too fre
quently, we see powerful images re
minding us that under our homes and 
stores and factories, on our bridges and 
highways, the corrosion of neglect has 
been weakening our economy. 

Today, I am introducing legislation 
that will support this fragile economic 
recovery and set American businesses 
and workers to the task of rebuilding 
our country's foundations. It will pro
vide needed funds to our financially 
strapped State and local governments 
io start infrastructure investment 
projects that will create jobs now and 
that will make our economy more effi
cient and competitive in the future. 

I have traveled extensively through
out my own State in recent weeks to 
discern the strength of the recovery 
and to test the need for this proposal. 
With no exceptions, business, labor, 
and civic leaders, agreed that the eco
nomic recovery needs support, and 
greeted this proposal with enthusiasm. 
It is a plan with which many of them 
were familiar; a similar program in the 
mid-1970's was successful in combating 
recession and rehabilitating public 
works. Hundreds of those projects are 
still standing and contributing to our 
economy today. 

Across the economic and ideological 
spectrum, there is a consensus that we 
need increased economic activity now, 
and the best place to focus our efforts 
is in our long-neglected infrastructure. 

My plan targets areas of the country 
with the highest levels of unemploy
ment, funding construction projects 
that have been put on hold due to the 
financial strain on State and local gov
ernments in the recent recession. 
These are projects that are ready to go 
now, that have been studied for their 
merits, and are important for the econ
omy. In my State and across the coun-
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try, localities find that businesses can
not build new plants and create new 
jobs without improved and rehabili
tated roads~ bridges, and water sys
tems. 

To provide the widest distribution of 
infrastructure investment, my plan en
sures that funds-and assistance to 
prepare and administer grants-are set 
aside for smaller local governments. 
Matching funds will be required to le
verage local resources, weed out unnec
essary projects, and ensure local com
mitment. 

To assure appropriate timing of the 
investment stimulus, the program will 
terminate should national unemploy
ment rates drop below 6 percent, or at 
the end of fiscal year 1993, whichever 
comes first. Based on current projec
tions, even those of the administration, 
this recovery will need assistance cre
ating jobs well into next year. That is 
what my bill will provide. 

I hope that my colleagues will join 
me in this proposal, a tested plan to 
boost a fragile economic recovery and 
to rebuild the economic foundations of 
our country. 

I ask unanimous consent that the 
full text of my bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

Thre being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

s. 2658 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Infrastruc
ture Growth and Employment Act of 1992" . 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

The Congress finds that---
(1) the national economy has failed for sev

eral years to maintain sufficient levels of 
economic growth; 

(2) the current inadequate levels of eco
nomic activity are anticipated to persist 
into the foreseeable future, even with there
turn of modest economic growth; 

(3) this prospect will mean continued high 
rates of business failures and unemployment, 
increased Federal spending and reduced reve
nues, thereby deepening the Federal deficit; 

(4) recovery of the economy and reduction 
of the Federal deficit depend on the creation 
of higher levels of employment and economic 
activity; 

(5) in recent years all levels of government 
have neglected to add to or maintain exist
ing public infrastructure essential to eco
nomic efficiency and the future prosperity of 
the country; and 

(6) recovery from current economic prob
lems and the future efficiency and competi
tiveness of the national economy will be sub
stantially enhanced by a program of Federal 
Government assistance to State and local 
governments to construct and rehabilitate 
the Nation's economic infrastructure. 
SEC. 3. DIRECT GRANTS. 

(a) CONSTRUCTION.-The Secretary is au
thorized to make grants to any State or 
local government for the construction (in
cluding demolition and other site prepara
tion activities), renovation, repair, or other 
improvement of local public works projects, 
including those public works projects of 

State and local governments for which Fed
eral financial assistance is authorized under 
provisions of law other than this Act. To the 
extent appropriate, the Secretary may co
ordinate with other federal agencies in as
sessing grant requests. 

(b) FEDERAL SHARE.-The Federal share of 
any project for which a grant is made under 
this section shall be 80 percent of the cost of 
the project. 

(C) TERMINATION OF GRANTS.-No grants 
shall be made pursuant to this Act after the 
expiration of any 3-consecutive-month pe
riod during which the national unemploy
ment rate remained below 6 percent for each 
such month, or after September 30, 1993, 
whichever first occurs. 
SEC. 4. ALWCATION OF FUNDS; PREFERENCES. 

(a) ALLOCATION OF FUNDS.-The Secretary 
shall allocate funds appropriated pursuant to 
section 8 of this Act as follows: 

(1) INDIAN TRIBES.-Three-quarters of one 
percent of such funds shall be set aside and 
shall be expended only for grants for public 
works projects under this Act to Indian 
tribes and Alaska Native villages. None of 
the remainder of such funds shall be ex
pended for such grants to such tribes and vil
lages. 

(2) OTHERS.-After the set-aside required 
by paragraphs (1), (3) and (4) of this sub
section, 60 percent of such funds shall be al
located among the States on the basis of the 
ratio that the number of unemployed persons 
in each State bears to the total number of 
unemployed persons in all the States and 30 
percent of such funds shall be allocated 
among those States with an average unem
ployment rate for the preceding· 6-month pe
riod in excess of 6 percent on the basis of the 
relative severity of unemployment in each 
such State, except that no State shall be al
located less than three-quarters ·of one per
cent or more than twelve and one-half per
cent of such funds for local public works 
projects within such State, except that in 
the case of Guam, the Virgin Islands, Amer
ican Samoa, the Commonwealth of the 
Northern Mariana Islands, and the Trust 
Territory of the Pacific Islands, not less 
than one-half of one percent in the aggregate 
shall be granted for such projects in all 4 of 
such territories. 

(3) SET-ASIDE.-Not less than 10 percent of 
such funds· shall be set aside and shall be ex
pended only for grants for public work 
projects under this Act for local units of gen
eral government with populations under 
10,000. 

(4) DEVELOPMENT AND ADMINISTRATION.-Up 
to three-quarters of one percent of the total 
grant award will be available for project de
velopment and preparation, and for ongoing 
project administration. This allocation will 
be available for local units of government 
defined as nonentitlement under the Housing 
and Urban Development Community Devel
opment Block Grant Program. Such alloca
tion shall not exceed $15,000 for any single 
grant award. 

(b) PREFERENCES.-
(!) LOCAL GOVERNMENT PROJECTS.-In mak

ing grants under this Act, the Secretary 
shall give priority and preference to public 
works projects of local governments. 

(2) LOCALLY ENDORSED PROJECTS.-ln mak
ing grants under this Act, the Secretary 
shall also give priority and preference to any 
public works project requested by a State or 
by a special purpose unit of local govern
ment which is endorsed by a general purpose 
local government within such State. 

(3) SCHOOL DISTRICT PROJF)CTS.-A project 
requested by a school district shall be ac-

corded the full priority and preference to 
public works projects of local governments 
provided in this subsection. 

(4) NEW BUSINESS PROJECTS.-A project that 
creates or adds to an industrial research or 
development park in which space is allocated 
for new business ventures shall be accorded 
full priority and preference. For the purposes 
of this section, new business ventures shall 
be limited to those with a capitalization of 
$10,000,000 or less. 

(5) APPLIED INDUSTRIAL RESEARCH 
PROJECTS.-A project that creates or adds to 
an applied research facility at an institution 
of higher education, and that facility is in
tended to promote the development of new 
products and processes, or that the Sec
retary determines will improve the competi
tiveness of American industry shall be ac
corded full priority and preference. For 
projects under this section, matching funds 
requirements shall be waived if the company 
or companies and school involved commit, in 
the Secretary's determination, to undertake 
all future equipment and maintenance ex
penses. 

(c) HIGH UNEMPLOYMENT RATES.-
(1) PRIORITY.-In making grants under this 

Act, if for the 12 most recent consecutive 
months, the average national unemployment 
rate is equal to or exceeds 6 percent, the Sec
retary shall (A) expedite and give priority to 
applications submitted by States or local 
governments having unemployment rates for 
the 12 most recent consecutive months in ex
cess of the national unemployment rate, and 
(B) shall give priority thereafter to applica
tions submitted by States or local govern
ments having average unemployment rates 
for the 12 most recent consecutive months in 
excess of 6 percent, but less than the na
tional unemployment rate. 

(2) INFORMATION REGARDING UNEMPLOYMENT 
RATES.-Information regarding unemploy
ment rates may be furnished either by the 
Federal Government, or by States or local 
governments, provided the Secretary (A) de
termines that the unemployment rates fur
nished by States or local governments are 
accurate, and (B) shall provide assistance to 
States or local governments in the calcula
tion of such rates to ensure validity and 
standardization. 

(3) LIMITATION ON APPLICABILITY.-Para
graph (1) of this subsection shall not apply to 
any State which receives a minimum alloca
tion pursuant to paragrapp (2) of subsection 
(a) of this section. 

(d) STATE AND LOCAL PRIORITIZATION OF AP
PLICATIONS.- Whenever a State or local gov
ernment submits applications for grants 
under this Act for 2 or more projects, such 
State or local government shall submit as 
part of such applications its priority for each 
such project. 

(e) LOCALIZATION OF UNEMPLOYMENT DE
TERMINATIONS.-The unemployment rate of a 
local government may, for the purposes of 
this Act, and upon request of the applicant, 
be based upon the unemployment rate of any 
community or neighborhood (defined with
out regard to political or other subdivisions 
or boundaries) within the jurisdiction of 
such local government. 
SEC. 5. RULES, REGULATIONS, AND PROCE· 

DURES. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-The Secretary shall, not 

later than 30 days after date of enactment of 
this Act, prescribe those rules, regulations, 
and procedures (including application forms) 
necessary to carry out this Act. Such rules, 
regulations, and procedures shall assure that 
adequate consideration is given to the rel
ative needs of various sections of the coun-
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try. The Secretary shall cqnsider among 
other factors (1) the severity and duration of 
unemployment in proposed project areas, (2) 
the income levels and extent of under
employment in proposed project areas, and 
(3) the extent to which proposed projects will 
contribute to the reduction of unemploy
ment. 

(b) CONSIDERATION OF APPLICATIONS.-The 
Secretary shall make a final determination 
with respect to each application for a grant 
submitted to him under this Act not later 
than the 60th day after the date the Sec
retary receives such application. 

(C) CONSIDERATION OF CONSTRUCTION INDUS
TRY UNEMPLOYMENT.-For purposes of this 
section, in considering the extent of unem
ployment or underemployment, the Sec
retary shall consider the amount of unem
ployment or underemployment in the con
struction and construction-related indus
tries. 
SEC. 8. GENERAL LIMITATIONS. 

(a) ACQUISITION OF LAND.-No part of any 
grant made under section 3 of this Act shall 
be used for the acquisition of any interest in 
real property. 

(b) MAINTENANCE COSTS.-Nothing in this 
Act shall be construed to authorize the pay
ment of maintenance costs in connection 
with any projects constructed (in whole or in 
part) with Federal financial assistance under 
this Act. 

(c) ON-SITE LABOR.-Grants made by the 
Secretary under this Act shall be made only 
for projects for which the applicant gives 
satisfactory assurances, in such manner and 
form as may be required by the Secretary 
and in accordance with such terms and con
ditions as the Secretary may prescribe, that, 
if funds are available, on-site labor work can 
begin within 90 days of project approval. 

(d) CONTRACTING.-
(!) CONTRACTING OUT REQUIRED.-No part of 

the construction (including demolition and 
other site preparation activities), renova
tion, repair, or other improvement of any 
public works project for which a grant is 
made under this Act shall be performed di
rectly by any department, agency, or instru
mentality of any State or local government. 

(2) COMPETITIVE BIDDING.-Construction of 
each project for which a grant is made under 
this Act shall be performed by contract 
awarded by competitive bidding, unless the 
Secretary shall affirmatively find that, 
under the circumstances relating to such 
project, an alternative method is in the pub
lic interest. 

(3) LOWEST RESPONSIVE BID.-Contracts for 
the construction of each project for which a 
grant is made under this Act shall be award
ed only on the basis of the lowest responsive 
bid submitted by a bidder meeting estab
lished criteria of responsibility. 

(4) ADVERTISING.-No requirement or obli
gation shall be imposed as a condition prece
dent to the award of a contract to a bidder 
for a project for which a grant is made under 
this Act, or to the Secretary's concurrence 
in the award of a contract to such bidder, un
less such requirement or obligation is other
wise lawful and is specifically set forth in 
the advertised specifications. 

(e) ENVIRONMENTAL SAFEGUARDS.-Alllocal 
public works projects carried out with Fed
eral financial assistance under this Act shall 
comply with all relevant Federal, State, and 
local environmental laws and regulations. 

(f) BUY AMERICAN.-If a local public works 
project carried out with Federal financial as
sistance under this Act would be eligible for 
Federal financial assistance under provisions 
of law other than this Act and, under such 

other provisions of law, would be subject to 
title III of the Act of March 3, 1933, popularly 
known as the Buy American Act, or similar 
requirements, such project shall be subject 
to such title of such Act of March 3, 1933, or 
such similar requirements under this Act in 
the same manner and to the same extent as 
such project would be subject to such title of 
such Act of March 3, 1933, or such similar re
quirements under such other provisions of 
law. 

(g) MINORITY PARTICIPATION.-If a local 
public works project carried out with Fed
eral financial assistance under this Act 
would be eligible for Federal financial assist
ance under provisions of law other than this 
Act and, under such other provisions of law, 
would be subject to any minority participa
tion requirement, such project shall be sub
ject to such requirement under this Act in 
the same manner and to the same extent as 
such project would be subject to such re
quirement under such other provisions of 
law. 

(h) APPLICABILITY OF LAWS REGARDING IN
DIVIDUALS WITH DISABILITIES.-Sections 504 
and 505 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 and 
the Americans With Disabilities Act of 1990 
shall apply to local public works projects 
carried out under this Act. 
SEC. 7. PREVAILING RATE OF WAGES. 

If a local public works project carried out 
with Federal financial assistance under this 
Act would be eligible for Federal financial 
assistance under provisions of law other than 
this Act and, under such other provisions of 
law, would be subject to the Act of March 3, 
1931, known as the Davis-Bacon Act (40 
U.S.C. 276a-276a-5), or similar requirements, 
such project shall be subject to such Act of 
March 3, 1931, or such similar requirements 
under this Act in the same manner and to 
the same extent as such project would be 
subject to such Act of March 3, 1931, or such 
similar requirements under such other provi
sions of law. 
SEC. 8. FUNDING. 

There is authorized to be appropriated 
$20,000,000,000 to carry out this Act. Moneys 
appropriated pursuant to this authorization 
shall remain available until expended. 
SEC. 9. DEFINITIONS. 

As used in this Act, the following defini
tions apply: 

(1) SECRETARY.-The term "Secretary" 
means the Secretary of Commerce, acting 
through the Economic Development Admin
istration. 

(2) LOCAL GOVERNMENT.-The term "local 
government" means any city, county, town, 
parish, or other political subdivision of a 
State, and any Indian tribe. 

(3) PUBLIC WORKS.-The term "public 
works" includes water and sewer lines, 
streets and roads, water and sewage treat
ment plants, port facilities, police and fire 
stations, detention centers, schools, health 
facilities, and industrial research or develop
ment parks, research facilities at institu
tions of higher education and other projects 
the Secretary determines to be appropriate. 

(4) STATE.-The term "State" includes the 
several States, the District of Columbia, the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, the Virgin 
Islands, Guam, American Samoa, the Com
monwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands, 
and the Trust Territory of the Pacific Is
lands.• 

By Mr. PRYOR (for himself and 
Mr. BOREN): 

S.J. Res. 297. Joint resolution propos
ing an amendment to the Constitution 

to provide for the direct popular elec
tion of the President and Vice Presi
dent of the United States; to the Copl-
mittee on the Judiciary. -
CONSTITUTIONAL AMENDMENT PROVIDING FOR 

DIRECT POPULAR ELECTIONS OF THE PRESI
DENT AND VICE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED 
STATES 
Mr. PRYOR. Mr. President, today in 

behalf of myself and Senator BOREN of 
Oklahoma, I am introducing a joint 
resolution to amend the Constitution 
of the United States to provide for the 
direct popular election of the President 
and Vice President of the United 
States. 

Mr. President, the basic constitu
tional voting doctrine of one person, 
one vote applies to every election in 
America, from U.S. Senator to county 
clerk, local officials, school boards, and 
all the rest. This basic principle applies 
to every elected official in America ex
cept two: The President of the United 
States and the Vice President of the 
United States. Every single political 
official in the United States today is 
elected directly by the voters, except 
the President and the Vice President. 

Mr. President, it is now time to trust 
the American voter with the power to 
directly elect our national leaders. It is 
time to close the doors on the electoral 
college. 

One of the very first bills that I co
sponsored after entering the Senate in 
1979 was a resolution such as this, au
thored at that time by Birch Bayh, my 
good friend and then the Senator from 
Indiana. 

I also have had the privilege of vot
ing in favor of such a resolution as a 
House Member in 1969, when it passed 
the House of Representatives by a vote 
of 339 to 70; and again as a U.S. Senator 
in 1979, when it failed to achieve the 
necessary two-thirds majority. At that 
time the Senate, by a vote of 51 to 48, 
said that we need to abolish the elec
toral college and have the direct elec
tion for President and Vice President. 

The passage of time has only in
creased my desire to see this legisla
tion pass and let the American voters, 
not 538 mysterious electors, choose our 
President and Vice President. We are 
fast approaching the November Presi
dential election with the possibility of 
not two, but three, viable candidates: 
President George Bush, Governor Bill 
Clinton, and H. Ross Perot. 

It is quite possible that we will awak
en on the morning of November 4 fac
ing a constitutional crisis that many of 
us have feared for several decades. If 
none of the Presidential candidates re
ceives an electoral majority, 270 of the 
538 electoral college votes, our Nation's 
leader will be chosen by the House of 
Representatives, and this body, the 
U.S. Senate, will be choosing the Vice 
President of the United States. With 
voter distrust of Congress at an all
time high, I can not begin to imagine 
the reaction of the American people 
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when they realize that Congress--not 
the voters, but the Congress--would 
then select the President and Vice 
President. 

The present electoral process also al
lows for the possible . election of a so
called minority President. In 1824, 1876, 
and 1888, the electoral college awarded 
the Presidency to the candidate who 
received fewer popular votes than his 
opponent because of the winner-take
all rule, which is still used in 48 of our 
50 States. The winner-take-all rule, or 
unit rule, simply means the candidate 
receiving a plurality of the State's 
votes receives all of that State's elec
toral votes. Winning a State by one 
vote is the same in the electoral col
lege system as winning by a million 
votes. 

Although over 100 years have passed 
since our last minority President was 
elected, but close calls in 1968 and 1976 
present persuasive evidence this possi
bility could happen in modern times. In 
1976 a shift of merely 10,000 votes in Ha
waii and Ohio would have awarded the 
election to Gerald Ford, even though 
Jimmy Carter received nearly 2 million 
more popular votes nationwide. A shift 
of 15,000 votes in Ohio and Delaware 
would have led to a 269-269 electoral 
vote tie and thrown that election into 
the House of Representatives. 

The near miss of 1968 presents the 
closest parallel with our election this 
year. In 1968, the Democratic candidate 
was Hubert Humphrey, the Republican 
candidate was Richard Nixon, and 
George Wallace ran as an Independent. 
In the final analysis, Governor Wallace 
came within 54,000 votes of denying ei
ther candidate an electoral majority, 
which would have thrown the election 
in 1968 into the House of Representa
tives. Even more frightening was what 
was allegedly going to happen. Gov
ernor Wallace, at that time-allegedly, 
I say, ·Mr. President-might have been 
prepared to sell his electors to the 
highest bidder to decide that election 
in the electoral college. That fact , Mr. 
President, is only an allegation. That 
may not be true. This possibility, how
ever, exists because electors may vote 
for anyone they wish in the electoral 
college. They are not legally bound to 
vote for their designated candidate. 

The electoral college has erred three 
times and come close to misfiring in 
numerous other elections. Albert Ein
stein once said, "God doesn't play dice 
with the universe," but our electoral 
college surely gambles with the highest 
office in the land. The American voters 
should not have to take that risk. 

The answer to these problems lies 
with the direct election, which is so 
clear, simple, and honest way of elect
ing the President. 

The direct election of the President 
will give every person in our country 
an equal voice in the election of our 
two highest officials. Mr. President, it 
is time for our country, which believes 

in the equality of citizens, to adopt an 
election framework which ensures the 
same equality at the voting booth. 

The electoral college arose out of 
fear-a fear of the uneducated, unin
formed masses deciding the occupants 
of the highest offices in the land. The 
advent of television, radio, and daily 
newspapers enables every citizen in 
America to be well-informed about 
Presidential candidates and also the is
sues which are discussed in those Presi
dential and Vice Presidential cam
paigns. Times have changed since 1787, 
and the Constitution must now reflect 
those changes. 

There have been seven constitutional 
amendments to expand the rights of 
our citizens to vote, including an 
amendment to provide for the direct 
election of every Member of this body 
back in 1913. It is time now to expand 
the right to vote for President and for 
Vice President of the United States to 
each citizen and to remove that power 
from a mere 538 electors. 

In the coming weeks and months, I 
will summarize the various arguments 
in favor of a direct popular election for 
the Presidency in speeches on the Sen
ate floor. Since 1979, the last time the 
Senate fully debated this matter, 51 
new Members have joined this body. I 
encourage all my colleagues, especially 
those who have joined this body since 
1979, to join me in this debate on this 
very important and needed reform in 
the Presidential election process. Mr. 
President, it is time for the people of 
America to choose our President and 
Vice President. 

I send to the desk, a Senate joint res
olution, and ask unanimous consent it 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the joint 
resolution was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

S.J. RES. 297 
Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That the following article 
is proposed as an amendment to the Con
stitution of the United States, which shall be 
valid to all intents and purposes as part of 
the Constitution when ratified by the legis
latures of three-fourths of the several States 
within seven years after the date of its sub
mission by the Congress: 

''ARTICLE--
"SECTION 1. The people of the several 

States and the District constituting the seat 
of Government of the United States shall 
elect the President and Vice President. Each 
elector shall cast a single vote for two per
sons who shall have consented to the joining 
of their names as candidates for the offices 
of President and Vice President. No can
didate shall consent to the joining of his or 
her name with that of more than one other 
person. 

"SEC. 2. The electors of President and Vice 
President in each State shall have the quali
fications requisite for electors of the branch 
of the State legislature that has the greatest 
number of members, except that the legisla
ture of a State may prescribe residence 
qualifications for the former electors that 
are less restrictive than the residence quali-

fications for the latter electors, and except 
that the residence qualifications for the 
former electors shall conform with any uni
form residence qualifications that are en
acted by Congress. 

"SEC. 3. The persons joined as candidates 
for President and Vice President having the 
greatest number of votes shall be elected 
President and Vice President, if that number 
constitutes at least 40 percent of the whole 
number of votes cast. 

"If, after any such election, none of the 
persons joined as candidates for President 
and Vice President is elected pursuant to the 
preceding paragraph, a runoff election shall 
be held in which the choice of President and 
Vice President shall be made between the 
two pairs of persons joined as candidates for 
President and Vice President who received 
the highest number of votes cast in the elec
tion. The pair of persons joined as candidates 
for President and Vice President receiving 
the greater number of votes in the runoff 
election shall be elected President and Vice 
President. 

"SEC 4. The times, places, and manner of 
holding such elections and entitlement to in
clusion on the ballot shall be prescribed in 
each State by the legislature of the State, 
but the Congress may at any time by law 
make or alter such regulations. The days for 
such elections shall be determined by Con
gress and shall be uniform throughout the 
United States. The Congress shall prescribe 
by law the times, places, and manner in 
which the results of such elections shall be 
ascertained and declared. No such election, 
other than a runoff election, shall be held 
later than the first Tuesday after the first 
Monday in November, and the results of the 
election shall be declared no later than the 
thirtieth day after the date on which the 
election occurs. 

"SEC. 5. The Congress may be law provide 
for the case of the death, inability, or with
drawal of a candidate for President, a can
didate for Vice President, or both, before a 
President and Vice President have been 
elected. 

"SEC. 6. Sections 1, 2, 3, and 4 of this arti
cle shall take effect two years after the rati
fication of this article. 

"SEC. 7. The Congress shall have the power 
to implement and enforce this article by ap
propriate legislation. ". 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 
s. 225 

At the request of Mr. WARNER, the 
name of the Senator from Vermont 
[Mr. JEFFORDS] was added as a cospon
sor of S. 225, a bill to expand the 
boundaries of the Fredericksburg and 
Spotsylvania County Battlefields Me
morial National Military Park, Vir
ginia. 

s. 388 

At the request of Mr. BAucus, the 
name of the Senator from California 
[Mr. SEYMOUR] was added as a cospon
sor of S. 388, a bill to amend the Trade 
Act of 1974 to provide that interested 
persons may request review by the 
Trade Representative of a foreign coun
try's compliance with trade agree
ments. 

s. 703 

At the request of Mr. ROCKEFELLER, 
the name of the Senator from West 
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Virginia [Mr. BYRD] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 703, a bill to amend the 
Harmonized Tariff Schedule of the 
United States to correct the tariff rate 
inversion on certain iron and steel pipe 
and tube products. 

s. 761 

At the request of Mr. LIEBERMAN, the 
name of the Senator from Hawaii [Mr. 
INOUYE] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
761, a bill to reduce hazardous pollu
tion. 

s. 1100 

At the request of Mr. KERRY, the 
name of the Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
METZENBAUM] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1100, a bill to authorize the Sec
retary of Housing and Urban Develop
ment to provide grants to urban and 
rural communities for training eco
nomically disadvantaged youth in edu
cation and employment skills and to 
expand the supply of housing for home
less and economically disadvantaged 
individuals and families. 

s. 1130 

At the request of Mr. KASTEN, the 
name of the Senator from South Caro
lina [Mr. THURMOND] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 1130, a bill to amend the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to pro
vide for rollover of gain from sale of 
farm assets into an individual retire
ment account. 

s. 1178 

At the request of Mr. ROCKEFELLER, 
the name of the Senator from Arkansas 
[Mr. BUMPERS] was added as a cospon
sor of S. 1178, a bill to amend the Inter
nal Revenue Code of 1986 to allow a de
duction for expenditures for vehicles 
which may be fueled by clean-burning 
fuels, for converting vehicles so that 
such vehicles may be so fueled, or for 
facilities for the delivery of such fuels, 
and for other purposes. 

s. 1240 

At the request of Mr. CHAFEE, the 
name of the Senator from Georgia [Mr. 
FOWLER] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1240, a bill to amend title XIX of the 
Social Security Act to provide criteria 
for making determinations of denial of 
payment to States under such Act. 

s. 1261 

At the request of Mr. DOLE, the name 
of the Senator from Indiana [Mr. 
LUGAR] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1261, a bill to amend the Internal Reve
nue Code of 1986 to repeal the luxury 
excise tax. 

s. 1698 

At the request of Mr. SARBANES, the 
name of the Senator from Michigan 
[Mr. RIEGLE] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1698, a bill to establish a National 
Fallen Firefighters Foundation. 

s. 1761 

At the request of Mr. DASCHLE, the 
name of the Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
ROBB] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
1761, a bill to regulate above ground 
storage tanks used to store regulated 
substances, and for other purposes. 
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s. 1850 

At the request of Mr. BAucus, the 
names of the Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
GLENN], the Senator from Alabama 
[Mr. HEFLIN], the Senator from West 
Virginia [Mr. ROCKEFELLER], and the 
Senator from Maryland [Ms. MIKULSKI] 
were added as cosponsors of S. 1850, a 
bill to extend the period during which 
the U.S. Trade Representative is re
quired to identify trade liberalization 
priorities, and for other purposes. 

s. 1852 

At the request of Mr. KENNEDY, the 
name of the Senator from Massachu
setts [Mr. KERRY] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 1852, a bill to amend the 
Social Security Act with respect to 
Medicare to protect the wage index for 
an urban area in a State if such wage 
index is below the rural wage index for 
such State for purposes of calculating 
payments to hospitals for inpatient 
hospital services, and for other pur
poses. 

s. 1866 

At the request of Mr. KENNEDY, the 
name of the Senator from New Mexico 
[Mr. BINGAMAN] was added as a cospon
sor of S. 1866, a bill to promote commu
nity based economic development and 
to provide assistance for community 
development corporations, and for 
other purposes. 

s. 1988 

At the request of Mr. COHEN, the 
name of the Senator from Wisconsin 
[Mr. KASTEN] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 1988, a bill to amend title XVIII of 
the Social Security Act to provide for 
improved standards to prevent fraud 
and abuse in the purchasing and rental 
of durable medical equipment and sup
plies, and prosthetics and orthotics, 
and prosthetic devices under the medi
care program. and for other purposes. 

s. 2027 

At the request of Mr. CHAFEE, the 
names of the Senator from Alabama 
[Mr. SHELBY] and the ·Senator from Ha
waii [Mr. INOUYE] were added as co
sponsors of S. 2027, a bill to amend title 
XVIII of the Social Security Act to 
eliminate the annual cap on the 
amount of payment for outpatient 
physical therapy and occupational 
therapy services under part B of the 
medicare program. 

s. 2064 

At the request of Mr. HATFIELD, the 
name of the Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
GLENN] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2064, a bill to impose a 1-year morato
rium on the performance of nuclear 
weapons tests by the United States un
less the Soviet Union conducts a nu
clear weapons test during that period. 

s. 2087 

At the request of Mr. SIMON, the 
name of the Senator from Massachu
setts [Mr. KENNEDY] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 2087, a bill to prohibit cer
tain use of the terms "Visiting Nurse 
Association", "Visiting Nurse Serv
ice", "VNA", and "VNS". 

s. 2328 

At the request of Mr. BROWN, the 
name of the Senator from California 
[Mr. SEYMOUR] was added as a cospon
sor of S. 2328, a bill to provide that for 
taxable years beginning before 1980 the 
Federal income tax deductibility of 
flight training expenses shall be deter
mined without regard to whether such 
expenses were reimbursed through cer
tain veterans educational assistance 
allowances. 

s. 2335 

At the request of Mr. HATFIELD, the 
name of the Senator from Connecticut 
[Mr. LIEBERMAN] was added as a co
sponsor of S. 2335, a bill to amend the 
Solid Waste Disposal Act to require a 
refund value for certain beverage con
tainers, and to provide resources for 
State pollution prevention and recy
cling programs, and for other purposes. 

s. 2362 

At the request of Mr . . MCCAIN, the 
names of the Senator from Nebraska 
[Mr. ExoN] and the Senator from Geor
gia [Mr. FOWLER] were added as cospon
sors of S. 2362, a bill to amend title 
XVIII of the Social Security Act to re
peal the reduced medicare payment 
provision for new physicians. 

s. 2374 

At the request of Mr. SEYMOUR, the 
name of the Senator from Mississippi 
[Mr. CoCHRAN] was added as a cospon
sor of S. 2374, a bill to amend the Child 
Nutrition Act of 1966 to establish a 
breastfeeding promotion program. 

s. 2387 

At the request of Mr. LEAHY, the 
names of the Senator from Arizona 
[Mr. DECONCINI], the Senator from 
Pennsylvania [Mr. WOFFORD], the Sen
ator from Rhode Island [Mr. CHAFEE], 
and the Senator from California [Mr. 
SEYMOUR] were added as cosponsors of 
S. 2387, a bill to make appropriations 
to begin a phase-in toward full funding 
of the special supplemental food pro
gram for women, infants, and children 
(WIC) and of Head Start programs, to 
expand the Job Corps program, and for 
other purposes. 

s. 2389 

At the request of Mr. BRADLEY, the 
names of the Senator from Wyoming 
[Mr. WALLOP], the Senator from Dela
ware [Mr. BIDEN], and the Senator from 
North Carolina [Mr. SANFORD] were 
added as cosponsors of S. 2389, a bill to 
extend until January 1, 1999, the exist
ing suspension of duty on Tamoxifen 
citrate. 

s. 2491 

At the request of Mr. HATFIELD, the· 
name of the Senator from Alaska [Mr. 
MURKOWSKI] was added as a cosponsor 
of S. 2491, a bill to amend the Job 
Training Partnership Act to establish 
an Endangered Species Employment 
Transition Assistance Program, and for 
other purposes. 

s. 2511 

At the request of Mrs. KASSEBAUM, 
the names of the Senator from North 



10224 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE May 5, 1992 
Dakota [Mr. CONRAD] and the Senator 
from Nebraska [Mr. KERREY] were 
added as cosponsors of S. 2511, a bill to 
exempt certain financial institutions 
from the examination requirements of 
the Community Reinvestment Act of 
1977. 

s. 2533 

At the request of Mr. INOUYE, the 
name of the Senator from Nevada [Mr. 
REID] was added as a cosponsor of S. 
2533, a bill to amend the Earthquake 
Hazards Reduction Act of 1977 to en
courage implementation of research re
sults, to protect life and property, and 
to facilitate the provision of insurance 
against the risk of catastrophic earth
quakes and volcanic eruptions, and for 
other purposes. 

s. 2542 

At the request of Mr. DURENBERGER, 
the name of the Senator from Min
nesota [Mr. WELLSTONE] was added as a 
cosponsor of S. 2542, a bill to suspend 
until January 1, 1995, the duty on cer
tain internally lighted ceramic and 
porcelain miniatures of cottages, 
houses, churches, and other buildings 
and associated accessories and figu
rines. 

s. 2543 
At the request of Mr. McCAIN, the 

names of the Senator from New York 
[Mr. D'AMATO] and the Senator from 
Georgia [Mr. FOWLER] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2543, a bill to amend 
the Foreign Relations Authorization 
Act, Fiscal Years 1992 and 1993, to pre
vent the transfer of certain goods or 
technology to Iraq or Iran, ·and for 
other purposes. 

s. 2624 

At the request of Mr. GLENN, the 
names of the Senator from Oregon [Mr. 
HATFIELD] and the Senator from New 
Jersey [Mr. LAUTENBERG] were added as 
cosponsors of S. 2624, a bill to authorize 
appropriations for the Interagency 
Council on the Homeless, the Federal 
Emergency Management Food and 
Shelter Program, and for other pur
poses. 

s. 2627 

At the request of Mr. GRAMM, the 
name of the Senator from Mississippi 
[Mr. COCHRAN] was added as a cospon
sor of S. 2627, a bill to ensure the pres
ervation of the Gulf of Mexico by es
tablishing within the Environmental 
Protection Agency a Gulf of Mexico 
Program Office. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 182 

At the request of Mr. KASTEN, the 
names of the Senator from Kansas [Mr. 
DOLE] and the Senator from Texas [Mr. 
GRAMM] were added as cosponsors of 
Senate Joint Resolution 182, a joint 
resolution proposing a balanced budget 
amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 231 

At the request of Mr. THURMOND, the 
names of the Senator from Wisconsin 
[Mr. KOHL], the Senator from Illinois 

[Mr. SIMON], the Senator from Penn
sylvania [Mr. WOFFORD], the Senator 
from South Carolina [Mr. HOLLINGS], 
the Senator from West Virginia [Mr. 
ROCKEFELLER], . the Senator from Ohio 
[Mr. METZENBAUM], the Senator from 
Colorado [Mr. BROWN], the Senator 
from Arkansas [Mr. BUMPERS], and the 
Senator from Washington [Mr. GoRTON] 
were added as cosponsors of Senate 
Joint Resolution 231, a joint resolution 
to designate the month of May 1992, as 
"National Foster Care Month." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 241 

At the request of Mr. SPECTER, the 
name of the Senator from New Jersey 
[Mr. LAUTENBERG] was added as a co
sponsor of Senate Joint Resolution 241, 
designating October 1992 as "National 
Domestic Violence Awareness Month." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 242 

At the request of Mr. SPECTER, the 
name of the Senator from New Jersey 
[Mr. LAUTENBERG] was added as a co
sponsor of Senate Joint Resolution 242, 
a joint resolution to designate the 
week of September 13, 1992, through 
September 19, 1992, as "National Reha
bilitation Week." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 247 

At the request of Mr. DOLE, the 
names of the Senator from Maine [Mr. 
COHEN], the Senator from Minnesota 
[Mr. DURENBERGER], and the Senator 
from Utah [Mr. HATCH] were added as 
cosponsors of Senate Joint Resolution 
247, a joint resolution designating June 
11, 1992, as "National Alcoholism and 
Drug Abuse Counselors Day." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 251 

At the request of Mrs. KASSEBAUM, 
the names of the Senator from Arkan
sas [Mr. BUMPERS] and the Senator 
from South Dakota [Mr. PRESSLER] 
were added as cosponsors of Senate 
Joint Resolution 251, a joint resolution 
to designate the month of May 1992 as 
"National Huntington's Disease Aware
ness Month." 

SENA'l'E JOINT RESOLUTION 252 

At the request of Mr. DIXON, the 
names of the Senator from Arkansas 
[Mr. BUMPERS], the Senator from New 
Mexico [Mr. DOMENICI], and the Sen
ator from Alabama [Mr. SHELBY] were 
added as cosponsors of Senate Joint 
Resolution 252, a joint resolution des
ignating the week of April 19-25, 1992, 
as "National Credit Education Week." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 258 

At the request of Mr. RIEGLE, the 
names of the Senator from Nebraska 
[Mr. ExoN] and the Senator from Con
necticut [Mr. LIEBERMAN] were added 
as cosponsors of Senate Joint Resolu
tion 258, a joint resolution designating 
the week commencing May 3, 1992, as 
"National Correctional Officers Week." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 260 

At the request of Mr. COCHRAN, the 
names of the Senator from Ohio [Mr. 
METZENBAUM], the Senator from Min
nesota [Mr. WELLSTONE], and the Sen
ator from Illinois [Mr. DIXON] were 

added as cosponsors of Senate Joint 
Resolution 260, a joint resolution des
ignating the week of October 18, 1992, 
through October 24, 1992, as "National 
School Bus Safety Week." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 264 

At the request of Mr. SEYMOUR, the 
name of the Senator from Maine [Mr. 
COHEN] was added as a cosponsor of 
Senate Joint Resolution 264, a joint 
resolution designating May 1992 as 
"National Community Residential Care 
Month." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 266 

At the request of Mr. THURMOND, the 
names of the Senator from Illinois [Mr. 
DIXON], the Senator from Kentucky 
[Mr. MCCONNELL], the Senator from Ne
braska [Mr. ExoN], the Senator from 
Virginia [Mr. ROBB], the Senator from 
Texas [Mr. GRAMM], the Senator from 
Indiana [Mr. LUGAR], and the Senator 
from North Carolina [Mr. HELMS] were 
added as cosponsors of Senate Joint 
Resolution 266, a joint resolution des
ignating the week of April 26-May 2, 
1992, as "National Crime Victims' 
Rights Week." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 268 

At the request of Mr. GARN, the 
names of the Senator from Kentucky 
[Mr. FORD], the Senator from Georgia 
[Mr. NUNN], the Senator from North 
Carolina [Mr. SANFORD], the Senator 
from Pennsylvania [Mr. SPECTER], the 
Senator from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS], 
and the Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
WARNER] were added as cosponsors of 
Senate Joint Resolution 268, a joint 
resolution designating May 1992, as 
''Neurofibromatosis Awareness 
Month." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 274 

At the request of Mr. DODD, the 
names of the Senator from Virginia 
[Mr. ROBB], and the Senator from Mas
sachusetts [Mr. KERRY] were added as 
cosponsors of Senate Joint Resolution 
274, a joint resolution to designate 
April 9, 1992, as "Child Care Worthy 
Wage Day." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 277 

At the request of Mr. D'AMATO, the 
name of the Senator from Virginia [Mr. 
WARNER] was added as a cosponsor of 
Senate Joint Resolution 277, a joint 
resolution to designate May 13, 1992, as 
"Irish Brigade Day." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 289 

At the request of Mr. D'AMATO, the 
name of the Senator from Arkansas 
[Mr. BUMPERS] was added as a cospon
sor of Senate Joint Resolution 289, a 
joint resolution designating the period 
beginning April 9, 1992, and ending May 
6, 1992, as "Bataan-Corregidor Month." 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 293 

At the request of Mr. SASSER, the 
names of the Senator from Nebraska 
[Mr. EXON], the Senator from Georgia 
[Mr. NUNN], the Senator from Kansas 
[Mrs. KASSEBAUM], the Senator from 
Minnesota [Mr. WELLSTONE], the Sen
ator from West Virginia [Mr. BYRD], 



May 5, 1992 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 10225 
the Senator from South Dakota [Mr. 
DASCHLE], and the Senator from Illi
nois [Mr. SIMON] were added as cospon
sors of Senate Joint Resolution 293, a 
joint resolution designating the week 
beginning November 1, 1992, as "Na
tional Medical Staff Services Aware
ness Week." 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 107 

At the request of Mr. HELMS, the 
name of the Senator from Tennessee 
[Mr. GORE] was added as a cosponsor of 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 107, a 
concurrent resolution condemning the 
involvement of the military regime in 
Burma, also known as the Union of 
Myanmar, in the ongoing, horrifying 
abuses of human rights, the trafficking 
of illicit drugs, and the mass buildup of 
military arms for domestic repression. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 270 

At the request of Mr. DECONCINI, the 
name of the Senator from Massachu
setts [Mr. KERRY] was added as a co
sponsor of Senate Resolution 270, a res
olution concerning the conflict of 
N agorno-Karabakh in the terri tory of 
Azerbaijan. ' 

SENATE RESOLUTION 289 
At the request of Mr. D' AMATO, the 

names of the Senator from Connecticut 
[Mr. LIEBERMAN], and the Senator from 
Oklahoma [Mr. BOREN] were added as 
cosponsors of Senate Resolution 289, a 
resolution honoring the "Righteous 
Gentiles" of the Holocaust during 
WWII. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 290 

At the request of Mr. RIEGLE, his 
name was added as a cosponsor of Sen
ate Resolution 290, a resolution regard
ing the aggression against Bosnia
Hercegovina and conditioning United 
States recognition of Serbia. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 292-AU-
THORIZING LUMP-SUM PAY
MENTS FOR LEAVE ACCRUED BY 
CERTAIN MEMBERS OF THE CAP
ITOL POLICE 
Mr. FORD (for himself, Mr. STEVENS, 

Mr. REID, and Mr. GORTON) submitted 
the following resolution; which was 
considered and agreed to: 

S. RES. 292 
Resolved, That (a) a member or employee of 

the Capitol Police whose pay is disbursed by 
the Secretary of the Senate and who is sepa-

. rated from service with the Capitol Police is 
entitled to receive a lump-sum payment for 
the accumulated and current accrued annual 
leave to which he is entitled, based solely on 
his service as a member or employee of the 
Capitol Police. 

(b) The lump-sum payment is considered to 
be pay for taxation purposes only. The pay
ment shall be made by the Secretary of the 
Senate when certification is made by the 
Sergeant at Arms of the Senate to the Fi
nancial Clerk of the Senate. The certifi
cation shall state the total of the accumu
lated and current accrued annual leave to 
the credit of the member or employee of the 
Capitol Police, and shall be made after such 
member's or employee's separation from 
service. 

(c) The lump-sum payment shall be paid at 
the hourly rate of compensation to which 
the member or employee is entitled, multi
plied by the number of hours certified in sub
section (b). The hourly rate of compensation 
of such member or employee shall be deter
mined by dividing the employee's annual 
rate of compensation by 2,080. The annual 
rate of compensation is that rate to which 
the member or employee is entitled, at the 
time of separation, based on the applicable 
Capitol Police step and position level. 

(d) Lump-sum payments paid to members 
or employees of the Capitol Police under this 
section shall be paid by the Secretary of the 
Senate from funds appropriated to the Ser
geant at Arms and Doorkeeper of the Senate 
in a legislative appropriation Act under the 
heading "Capitol Police Board" and the sub
headings "Capitol Police" and "Salaries" for 
the fiscal year in which the member or em
ployee separates. For purposes of appropria
tion Acts, payments under this section shall 
be made available from such funds as though 
such payments were salaries for a Capitol 
Police member or employee. 

(e) The provisions of this section shall not 
be construed to authorize the transfer of 
leave between the Capitol Police and any 
other agency of the Federal Government. 

(f) The provisions of this section shall 
cease to be effective and shall not apply to 
any separation from service occurring on or 
after 2 years after the date of enactment of 
this section. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 291-RELAT
ING TO JAPAN'S PARTICIPATION 
IN UNITED NATIONS' PEACE
KEEPING OPERATIONS 
Mr. ROTH submitted the following 

resolution; which was referred to the 
Committee on Foreign Relations: 

S. RES. 291 
Whereas Japan's economic success has 

made it the world's second largest economy, 
endowing it with global economic influence, 

Whereas such economic influence carries 
with it global responsibilities which require 
commitments of both financial resources and 
personnel, 

Whereas the United Nations has launched 
nearly as many peacekeeping operations in 
the last four years as in the previous forty, 

Whereas these operations lack money and 
specialists such as engineers, medics, and 
electricians, 

Whereas Japan could alleviate personnel 
shortages by sending civilians and members 
of its Self-Defense Forces to participate in 
United Nations peacekeeping operations: 
Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved, by the Senate that-
(1) Japan's participation in United Nations 

peacekeeping operations through not only fi
nancial support, but also through contribu
tions of personnel, is in the interest of the 
United Nations and the countries that make 
up that body and should be encouraged; and 

(2) The Senate of the United States should 
fully support the dispatch of Japanese per
sonnel to United Nations peacekeeping oper
ations. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I rise 
today to submit a resolution encourag
ing Japan to contribute personnel to 
United Nations peacekeeping oper
ations. 

Over the years, Japan has achieved 
great success and realized enormous 

benefits from global institutional ar:
rangements. The time has come for 
Japan-as the world's second largest 
economy, with influence and interests 
that stretch around the world-to as
sume greater global responsibilities, 
including responsibilities for helping 
maintain the peace. 

With the end of the cold war has 
come a rash of ethnic and regional con
flict. To quell the violence, the United 
Nations has authorized nearly as many 
peacekeeping operations in the past 4 
years as in the previous 40. While 
Japan has been a willing financial con
tributor to these operations, Tokyo has 
been unable-for political and histori
cal reasons, as well as reasons having 
to do with constitutional interpreta
tion-to permit members of its self-de
fense forces to serve in such oper
ations. 

But in answer to the international 
criticism of Tokyo resulting from the 
country's slow-and to some observers, 
inadequate-response to the gulf war, 
Japan embarked on a great debate over 
its role in the world. A key part of that 
debate has centered around a bill cur
rently before the Diet on Japan's par
ticipation in U.N. peacekeeping oper
ations. 

The resolution I am introducing 
today is not intended as an endorse
ment of that legislation. Rather, it is 
meant to demonstrate that Members of 
the Senate, and the American people 
they represent, believe it is in the in
terest of the United Nations and its 
member states, for Japan to partici
pate in U.N. peacekeeping operations 
not only through financial support, but 
also through contributions of person
nel. Japan must begin to do more than 
simply write checks in response to 
international crises; as a full and suc
cessful participant in the global econ
omy, it is time for Japan to become a 
full participant in helping curb the ten
sions that threaten the peace. 

In offering this resolution, I would 
like to make it clear that nothing in it 
should be construed as attenuating the 
Treaty of Mutual Cooperation and Se
curity between the United States and 
Japan. That treaty has been the cor
nerstone of the American security 
presence in East Asia. It has provided 
the stability that has undergirded that 
region's phenomenal economic per
formance. It also remains critical for 
safeguarding American interests, and 
as such should be maintained. 

I also want to reassure Japan's 
neighbors that I offer this resolution in 
full recognition of the concerns they 
may have over the dispatch of Japa
nese troops overseas. The terrible suf
fering that the peoples of those coun
tries endured in the past will not be 
forgotten. But with Japan's increased 
economic status and the epochal 
changes in the global security situa
tion, we must take a fresh look at the 
assumptions that have guided us in the 
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past. The assumption that Japan can
not be trusted in sending troops over
seas to participate in U.N. peacekeep
ing operations, I believe, is a faulty 
one. It relegates Japan to a special sta
tus in the international community 
that is neither justified nor sustain
able. As the world's largest creditor na
tion, with investments and trade rela
tionships around the globe, Japan-just 
as any nation-can be expected to con
duct its affairs with its own interests 
in mind. 

And now, depending on how one as
sesses Russian expenditures, Japan has 
either the second or third largest de
fense budget in the world. I believe the 
international community will be far 
better served if some of those resources 
are channeled into multilateral peace
keeping arrangements. Indeed, Japan's 
participation in such arrangements 
will provide an opportunity for Tokyo 
to build stronger bridges of trust to its 
neighbors. It will also help the citizens 
o~ Japan better understand the stake 
their country has in global affairs and 
the responsibility the Japanese people 
have in participating more openly and 
fully in the international community. 

The Japanese Constitution itself 
gives clear voice to the responsibilities 
of the citizens of Japan in these mat
ters. Speaking for the Japanese people, 
it says: 

We desire to occupy an honored place in an 
international society, striving for the preser
vation of peace, and the banishment of tyr
anny and slavery, oppression and intolerance 
for all time from the earth. We recognize 
that all people of the world have the right to 
live in peace, free from fear and want * * * 
we, the Japanese people, pledge our national 
honor to accomplish these high ideals and 
purposes with all our resources. 

The time has come for Japan to ful
fill this pledge by permitting its people 
to serve in U.N. peacekeeping oper
ations. 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED 

RESCISSION OF CERTAIN BUDGET 
AUTHORITY 

BYRD AMENDMENT NO. 1789 
Mr. BYRD proposed an amendment 

to the reported amendment (in a na
ture of a substitute) to the bill (S. 2403) 
to rescind certain budget authority 
proposed to be rescinded in special 
messages transmitted to the Congress 
by the President on March 20, 1992, in 
accordance with title X of the Congres
sional Budget and Impoundment Con
trol Act of 1974, as amended, as follows: 

In lieu of the matter proposed to be in
serted, insert: 
That the following rescissions of budget author
ity are made, namely: 

TITLE I 
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT REVOLVING FUND 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds available under this head, 
$9,200,000 are rescinded. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-172, and proposed [or re
scission in R92- 3, $38,800,000 are rescinded; of 
which $22,000,000 was made available [or the 
grant to the Silver Valley Unified School Dis
trict, Yermo, California; and $10,000,000 was 
made available tor the grant to the Cumberland 
County School Board, Fayetteville, North Caro
lina; in addition, of the funds made availa.ble 
under this heading in Public Law 102-172, 
$139,989,000 are rescinded. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-172, and proposed for re
scission in R92-4, $1,000,000 are rescinded [or the 
Fenwick Pier Demonstration Project; in addi
tion, of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-172, $152,182,000 are 
rescinded, of which $400,000 is from funds for 
the renovation of the Vice President's residence. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR FORCE 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-172, $156,650,000 are re
scinded. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, DEFENSE 
AGENCIES 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-172, and proposed for re
scission in R92-7, $600,000 made available tor 
two Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder Treatment 
Centers, one to be located in the State of Ha
waii, and one to be located in Greensburg, 
Pennsylvania, [or the purpose of treating mili
tary personnel, dependents, and other personnel 
in post-traumatic stress disorders is rescinded; 
in addition, of the funds made available under 
this heading in Public Law 102-172, $226,721,000 
are rescinded, of which $5,400,000 is [rom sup
port of White House communications. 

PROCUREMENT 

PROCUREMENT OF WEAPONS AND TRACKED 
COMBAT VEHICLES, ARMY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-172, and proposed [or re
scission in R92-9, $50,000,000 are rescinded. 

AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, NAVY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-172, and proposed tor re
scission in R92-11, $40,000,000 are rescinded from 
the AV-8B program; in addition, of the funds 
made available under this heading in Public 
Law 102-172, $103,000,000 are rescinded reducing 
funds allocated for the SH-2G program. 

SHIPBUILDING AND CONVERSION, NAVY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
subdivision "AOE combat support ship pro
gram" in Public Law 102- 172, $500,000,000 are 
rescinded. 

OTHER PROCUREMENT, NAVY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-172, and proposed [or re-

scission in R92-14, $29,300,000 are rescinded; in 
addition, of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-172, $41,000,000 are 
rescinded of which $29,000,000 is [rom [ire[ight
ing equipment and $12,000,000 is [rom ship sys
tems trainers. 

PROCUREMENT, DEFENSE AGENCIES 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-172, and proposed for re
scission in R92-16, $42,000,000 are rescinded. 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND 
EVALUATION 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND 
EVALUATION, ARMY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-172, and proposed [or re
scission in R92-18, $18,600,000 are rescinded [rom 
funds [or the multipurpose individual munition 
and the High Mobility Multipurpose Wheeled 
Vehicle program; in addition, of the funds made 
available under this heading in Public Law 102-
172, $28,000,000 are rescinded [rom funds to be 
used [or Aircraft Propulsion and the classified 
program "Tractor Pull". 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND 
EVALUATION, NAVY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-172, and proposed [or re
scission in R92-19, $14,000,000 are rescinded, of 
which $10,000,000 was made available [or the 
Submarine Laser Communications project and 
$4,000,000 was allocated for the LAMPS MK III 
program; in addition, of the funds made avail
able under this heading in Public Law 102-172, 
$6,100,000 are rescinded [rom funds [or the Ship 
Towed Array program. 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND 
EVALUATION, AIR FORCE 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-172, and proposed [or re
scission in R92-20, $32,000,000 are rescinded [or 
the Follow-on Tactical Reconnaissance pro
gram; in addition, of the funds made available 
under this heading in Public Law 102-172, 
$38,500,000 are rescinded [rom the F-15E and F-
16 squadrons programs. 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND 
EVALUATION, DEFENSE AGENCIES 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-172, and proposed for re
scission in R92-21, $15,000,000 are rescinded [rom 
the Low-Frequency Active Technology program. 

REVOLVING AND MANAGEMENT FUNDS 

PENTAGON RESERVATION MAINTENANCE 
REVOLVING FUND 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds available under this heading, 
$60,000,000 are rescinded. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, ARMY 

(RESCISSIONS) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 101-519, $5,000,000 are re
scinded. 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-136, R92-22, $9,050,000 are 
rescinded. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, NAVY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-136, R92-23, $12,000,000 
are rescinded. 
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MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, AIR FORCE 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the funds made available under this head

ing in Public Law 101-148, $3,320,000 are re
scinded. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, DEFENSE AGENCIES 
(RESCISSIONS) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 100--447, $500,000 are re
scinded. Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 101-519, $15,100,000 are 
rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-136, R92-25, $9,000,000 are 
rescinded. 

NORTH ATLANTIC TREATY ORGANIZATION 
INFRASTRUCTURE 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the funds made available under this head

ing in Public Law 102-136, $68,200,000 are re
scinded. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, ARMY NATIONAL 
GUARD 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the funds made available under this head

ing in Public Law 102-136, R92-26, $2,772,000 are 
rescinded. 
MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, AIR NATIONAL GUARD 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the funds made available under this head

ing in Public Law 102-136, R92-27, $306,000 are 
rescinded. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, NAVAL RESERVE 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-136, R92-29, $10,900,000 
are rescinded. 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 
VOCATIONAL AND ADULT EDUCATION 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the funds available under this heading in 

Public Law 102-170, tor Title IV of the Carl D. 
Perkins Vocational and Applied Technology 
Education Act, $2,000,000 tor choice demonstra
tions are rescinded. 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN 
SERVICES 

PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds appropriated to carry out the 
Public Health Service Act, the Mental Health 
Systems Act, the Act of August 5, 1954 (Public 
Law 568, Eighty-third Congress), or the Act of 
August 16, 1957 (Public Law 85-151) and made 
available for evaluation pursuant to section 2711 
of the Public Health Service Act but remaining 
unobligated on the date of enactment of this 
Act, $15,000,000 are rescinded. 

HEALTH CARE FINANCING ADMINISTRATION 
PROGRAM MANAGEMENT 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the funds available under this heading in 

Public Law 102-170, $8,000,000 are rescinded: 
Provided, That no more than $249,000,000 of 
such appropriation may be expended to meet 
unanticipated costs of agencies of organizations 
with which agreements have been made to par
ticipate in the administration of title XVIII of 
the Social Security Act. 

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT 

HOUSING PROGRAMS 
ANNUAL CONTRIBUTIONS FOR ASSISTED HOUSING 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the amounts made available under this 

heading in Public Law 102-139, $50,000,000 tor 
section 8 contract amendments are rescinded. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 

URBAN PARK AND RECREATION FUND 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds available under this heading in 
Public Law 102-154, $4,937,000 are rescinded. 

BUREAU OF MINES 
MINES AND MINERALS 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the funds available under this heading in 

Public Law 102-154, $987,000 are rescinded. 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

ADMINISTRATION OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS 
ACQUISITION AND MAINTENANCE OF BUILDINGS 

ABROAD 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds available under this head tor the 
site development and construction of the United 
States Embassy building in Kuwait, $12,248,000 
are rescinded. 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORT AT/ON 
URBAN MASS TRANSPORTATION ADMINISTRATION 

RESEARCH, TRAINING AND HUMAN RESOURCES 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-143, $9,880,000 are re
scinded. 

MULTILATERAL ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE 
FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT 
INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS 
CONTRIBUTION TO THE INTERNATIONAL 

DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATION 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 101-513, $32,500,000 are re
scinded. 

INTER-AMERICAN INVESTMENT CORPORATION 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-145, as amended, 
$4,000,000 are rescinded. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS AND PROGRAMS 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the funds made available under this head

ing in Public Law 101-513, $100,000 are re
scinded. 

BILATERAL ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE 
FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT 

AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT 
OPERATING EXPENSES OF THE AGENCY FOR 

INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-145, as amended, $64,054 
are rescinded. 

INTERNATIONAL FUND FOR IRELAND 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 101-513 and prior Acts mak
ing appropriations for foreign operations, export 
financing, and related programs, $10,000,000 are 
rescinded. 

MULTILATERAL ASSISTANCE INITIATIVE FOR THE 
PHILIPPINES 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-145, as amended, 
$20,000,000 are rescinded. 

DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE; ECONOMIC SUPPORT 
FUND 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the unexpended balances of funds (includ

ing earmarked funds) made available in Public 
Law 98-473, Public Law 99--88 and prior Acts 

making appropriations tor foreign assistance 
and related programs to carry out the provisions 
of chapter 1 of part I and chapter 4 of part II 
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as amend
ed, $30,000,000 are rescinded: Provided, That 
this rescission shall be made from funds 
deobligated but continued available by section 
515 of Public Law 101-513, and the correspond
ing authority provided in Public Law 102-145, 
as amended. 

MILITARY ASSISTANCE 
FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT 
INTERNATIONAL MILITARY EDUCATION AND 

TRAINING 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-145, as amended, 
$1,925,000 are rescinded: Provided, That the 
amount of funds made available under this 
heading that may be obligated for entertainment 
allowances is decreased by $25,000. 

FOREIGN MILITARY FINANCING PROGRAM 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-145, as amended, 
$39,015,000 are rescinded: Provided, That the 
amount of funds made available under this 
heading that may be obligated for the general 
costs of administering military assistance and 
sales is decreased by $15,000. 

DEOBLJGATJONIREOBLIGATION AUTHORITY · 
Notwithstanding section 515(b) of Public Law 

101-513, and the corresponding authority pro
vided in Public Law 102-145 as amended, no 
Foreign Military Financing Program funds may 
be reobligated pursuant to such authority from 
the date of enactment of this Act through Sep
tember 30, 1992. 

SPECIAL DEFENSE ACQUISITION FUND 
(LIMITATION ON OBLIGATIONS) 

The limitation under this heading in Public 
Law 102- 145, as amended, is decreased by 
$40,000,000. 

MILITARY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the unexpended balances of funds made 
available to carry out the provisions of chapter 
2 of part II of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961, $6,750,000 are rescinded. 

Of the funds made available to carry out sec
tion 503(a)(3) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961 that have been disbursed into the Foreign 
Military Sales Trust Fund, $5,760,000 may not 
be disbursed tor any purpose and shall be depos
ited into the miscellaneous receipts of the Treas
ury. 

SENATE 
CONTINGENT EXPENSES OF THE SENATE 

OFFICIAL MAIL COSTS 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the total funds appropriated under the 
heading "OFFICIAL MAIL COSTS" under the 
heading "CONTINGENT EXPENSES OF THE SEN
ATE" under the heading "SENATE" in any ap
propriations Act of joint resolution making ap
propriations available to the Senate for fiscal 
years 1991 and 1992 and which (but tor the pro
visions of this paragraph) would remain avail
able until expended, of the balances remaining 
unobligated, $20,000,000 are rescinded. 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 
(INCLUDING RESCISSIONS) 

SEC. 101. In addition to amounts rescinded 
elsewhere in this Act, of the funds made avail
able in Public Law 102-172, $105,900,000 are re
scinded of which not less than $10,000,000 was 
made available as a grant to the Louisiana 
State University for the Neuroscience Center of 
Excellence; $10,000,000 was made available as a 
grant to Marywood College, Pennsylvania, for 
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laboratory and other efforts associated with re
search, development and other programs of 
major importance to the Department of Defense; 
$6,000,000 was made available for a grant to the 
University of Texas at Austin; $6,000,000 was 
made available for a grant to the Northeastern 
University; $5,000,000 was made available tor a 
grant to the Texas Regional Institute for Envi
ronmental Studies: $7,700,000 was made avail
able as a grant to the Kansas State University; 
$1,600,000 was made available tor a grant to the 
University of Wisconsin; $29,000,000 was made 
available for a grant to the Boston University; 
$250,000 was made available for a grant to the 
Medical College of Ohio; $500,000 was made 
available tor a grant to the University of South 
Carolina; $750,000 was made available tor a 
grant to George Mason University; $2,300,000 
was made available as a grant to the Monmouth 
College; $10,000,000 was made available as a 
grant to the University of Minnesota; $500,000 
was made available as a grant to the University 
of Saint Thomas in Saint Paul, Minnesota; 
$2,000,000 was made available as a grant to the 
Brandeis University; $3,000,000 was made avail
able as a grant to the New Mexico State Univer
sity; and under the heading "Research and De
velopment, Test and Evaluation, Defense Agen
cies" $1,300,000 was for the Oregon Graduate In
stitute and $10,000,000 was for the Institute tor 
Advanced Science and Technology. 

SEC. 102. In addition to amounts rescinded 
elsewhere in this Act, of the funds made avail
able in Public Law 102-172, $11,350,000 are re
scinded of which $4,000,000 was made available 
tor a grant to the Airborne and Special Oper
ations Museum Foundation; $4,000,000 was 
made available tor the National D-Day Museum 
Foundation; $1,600,000 was made available for 
the Museum of Science and Industry; and, 
under the heading "Operations and Mainte
nance, Navy" $1,750,000 was available for the 
Naval Undersea Museum as provided for in sec
tion 8115 of Public Law 102-172: Provided, That 
none of the funds available to the Department 
of Defense shall be obligated to subsidize, pro
vide assistance-in-kind, or otherwise offset the 
costs of any military museum. 

SEC. 103. Funds available to the Department 
of Defense which were proposed tor rescission 
by the President tor programs listed in the jus
tifications of the rescission message of March 10, 
1992, and which are not specifically rescinded 
by this Act, shall be made available tor obliga
tion tor the same programs, projects and activi
ties as listed in the message of March 10, 1992. 

TITLE II 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

OFFICE OF PUBLIC AFFAIRS 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 192-142, $62,000 for travel are 
rescinded. 

NATIONAL AGRICULTURAL STATISTICS SERVICE 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 192-142, $2,000,000 tor the pes
ticide data program are rescinded. 

COOPERATIVE STATE RESEARCH SERVICE 
BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES 

(RESCISSIONS) 
Of the funds made available under this head

ing in Public Law 102-142, R92-38, $500,000 for 
facilities completion in North Dakota are re
scinded. 

SPECIAL RESEARCH GRANTS 
(RESCISSIONS) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-142, R92-44, $750,000 for 
Appalachian hardwoods in West Virginia are 
rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-142, R92-49, $49,000 for 
integrated orchard management in Vermont are 
rescinded. _ 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-142, R92-52, $120,000 tor 
animal waste disposal in Michigan are re
scinded. 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-142, R92-53, $134,000 for 
a mechanical tomato harvester in Pennsylvania 
are rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-142, R92-56, $200,000 for 
oil from jojoba in New Mexico are rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-142, R92-58, $50,000 tor 
seedless table grapes in Arkansas are rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102- 142, R92-60, $140,000 for 
swine research in Minnesota are rescinded. 

AGRICULTURAL MARKETING SERVICE 
MARKETING SERVICES 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the funds made available under this head

ing in Public Law 102-142, $3,000,000 tor the pes
ticide data program are rescinded. 

FARMERS HOME ADMINISTRATION 
SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the funds made available under this head

ing in Public Law 102-142, $6,031,000 for travel 
are rescinded. 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN 
SERVICES 

NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF HEALTH 
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF DENTAL RESEARCH 

(RESCISSION) 
From amounts previously appropriated, 

$366,000 are hereby rescinded. 
DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN 

DEVELOPMENT 
HOUSING PROGRAMS 

ANNUAL CONTRIBUTIONS FOR ASSISTED HOUSING 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the amounts made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, $693,000,000 for 
section 8 contract amendments are rescinded. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 

CONSTRUCTION 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-154, R92-88, $5,897,000 are 
rescinded. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
FOREST SERVICE 

STATE AND PRIVATE FORESTRY 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds available under this heading in 
Public Law 102-154, $19,000,000 are rescinded. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS-CIVIL 

CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in title I of Public Law 102-104, R92-91, 
$3,000,000 are rescinded: Provided , That the lan
guage of title I of Public Law 102-104 directing 
the Secretary of the Army, acting through the 
Chief of Engineers, to undertake in fiscal year 
1992, the Red River Basin Chloride Control, 
Texas and Oklahoma, $3,000,000 is repealed. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in title I of Public Law 102- 104, R92-92, 

$1,350,000 are rescinded: Provided, That the lan
guage of title I of Public Law 102-104 directing 
the Secretary of the Army, acting through the 
Chief of Engineers, with $1,500,000 to alleviate 
bank erosion and related problems associated 
with reservoir releases along the Missouri River 
below Fort Peck Dam is repealed. 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
ABATEMENT, CONTROL, AND COMPLIANCE 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the funds made available under this head

ing in Public Law 102-139, for contracts, 
$20,000,000 are rescinded. 

HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE SUPERFUND 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-139, tor the alternative re
medial contracting system, $20,000,000 are re
scinded. 

NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE 
ADMINISTRATION 

RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 
(RESCISSIONS) 

Of the amounts made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, $1,500,000 tor 
space exploration studies are rescinded. 

Of the amounts made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, $2,500,000 for 
the National Aerospace Plane are rescinded. 

Of the amounts made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, $10,000,000 tor 
Climsat earth probe are rescinded. 

NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION 
RESEARCH AND RELATED ACTIVITIES 

(RESCISSION) 
Unobligated balances tor the following re

search grants are rescinded upon enactment: 
"Middle Class Lawyers: The t.ranstormation of 
small firm practice"; "Monogamy and aggres
sion"; "Holism in psychobiology in the twenti
eth century"; "Affective bases of person percep
tion"; "The representation of attitudes"; "Eco
nomic opportunity in urban America 1850-1870"; 
"A historic study of Japan's famous slogan 
"Rich Nation, Strong Army" and its impact on 
Japanese Technology"; "Status attainment in 
Chinese urban areas"; "Firm age and wages": 
"American perceptions of justice": "An east
west collaborative study"; "Herd behavior: 
Microtoundations and evidence from decision 
making by firms and about the global environ
ment"; "Analysis of mental computation per
formance and estimation strategy-use among 
Japanese students and curricular of these topics 
in Japanese schools": "The timing of control 
and stock externalities in the presence of learn
ing with application of global warming"; "Con
flict paradigms and the instance theory of 
automization "; "Exemplar-based processing in 
social judgment"; "A history of applied science 
in France, 1801-1941"; "Emerging coalitions in 
the Soviet All-Union and Republican Legisla
ture"; "Compensation $YStem design, employ
ment and firm performance: An analysis of 
French microdata and a comparison to the 
U.S.A."; "The structures and processes of build
ing provisions: A case study of master-planned 
communities"; "The transformation of the large 
law firm in England: A comparative analysis"; 
"The evolution of optimizing behavior and of 
attitudes towards risk"; "Applying space tech
nology to global change: values, institutions 
and decisions"; "Traditional and nontradi
tional forms of popular religion in Sicily"; 
"Auctions with entry/exit decisions"; "Mainte
nance of a polymorphism in mating behavior in 
swordfish"; " The systematic study of senate 
elections"; "The late prehistoric political econ
omy of the Upper Mantaro Valley in Peru"; 
"Sexual mimicry of swallowtail butterflies"; 
"Song production in freely behaving birds"; 
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"American legal realism, empirical social science 
and the Law professor's professional identity"; 
"Norms, self-interest and taxpayers decisions: 
adaption to 1986 tax reform". 

The National Science Foundation shall report 
to the Committees on Appropriations by May 22, 
1992 on the amount of unobligated balances 
committed [or these grants. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE-MILITARY 

PROCUREMENT 

SHIPBUILDING AND CONVERSION, NAVY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
the subdivision "SSN-21 attack submarine pro
gram" in Public Law 102-172, and proposed for 
rescission in R92-101, $375,500,000 are rescinded. 

OTHER PROCUREMENT, NAVY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, and proposed [or rescission 
in R92-102, $189,400,000 are rescinded. 

AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, $1,000,000,000 are rescinded 
[rom funds [or the B-2 bomber. 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 
EVALUATION 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 
EVALUATION, AIR FORCE 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, $131,000,000 are rescinded 
from the National Aerospace Plane. 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 
EVALUATION, DEFENSE AGENCIES 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, $1,300,000,000 are rescinded 
from the Strategic Defense Initiative. 

TITLE III 
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

ENERGY PROGRAMS 

FOSSIL ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing [or the Office of the Federal Inspector [or 
the Alaska Natural Gas Transportation System 
in Public Law 102-154, R92-34, $144,590 are re
scinded. 

TITLE IV 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, $11,300,000 are rescinded 
[rom classified programs. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, $16,700,000 are rescinded 
[rom classified programs. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR FORCE 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, $33,300,000 are rescinded 
[rom classified programs. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, DEFENSE 
AGENCIES 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, $33,000,000 are rescinded 
[rom classified programs. 

PROCUREMENT 

PROCUREMENT OF WEAPONS AND TRACKED 
COMBAT VEHICLES, ARMY 

(RESCISSIONS) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, and proposed [or rescission 
in R92-105, $46,300,000 are rescinded; and of the 
funds provided under this heading in Public 
Law 101-511, $150,000,000 are rescinded. 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 101-161, $10,700,000 are rescinded. 

AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, NAVY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, and proposed [or rescission 
in R92-107, $15,000,000 are rescinded. 

WEAPONS PROCUREMENT, NAVY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
the subdivision "Other Missile Programs" in 
Public Law 101-511, and proposed for rescission 
in R92-111, $60,000,000 are rescind?d. 

OTHER PROCUREMENT, NAVY 

(RESCISSIONS) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, $2,500,000 are rescinded 
from classified programs. 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 101-511, $37,000,000 are rescinded, of 
which $22,000,000 is [rom Point Defense Support 
Equipment and $15,000,000 is [rom the Produc
tivity Investment Fund program. 

PROCUREMENT, MARINE CORPS 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, $55,000,000 are rescinded of 
which $25,000,000 is [rom Tactical Intelligence 
Enhancements and $30,000,000 is [rom Night Vi
sion Equipment. 

MISSILE PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE 

(RESCISSIONS) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, $416,300,000 are rescinded, 
of which $344,000,000 is [rom the Advanced 
Cruise Missile program and $72,300,000 is [rom 
the MX missile program. 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 101-511, $112,200,000 are rescinded 
from the MX missile program. 

OTHER PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE 

(RESCISSIONS) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, $118,200,000 are rescinded, 
of which $105,100,000 is [rom classified programs 
and $13,100,000 is [rom the Base Support pro
gram. 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 101-511, $20,000,000 are rescinded 
[rom the Base Support program. 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 101-165, $30,000,000 are rescinded 
from the Electronic Drug interdiction program. 

PROCUREMENT, DEFENSE AGENCIES 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, $10,700,000 are rescinded 
from classified programs. 

NATIONAL GUARD AND RESERVE EQUIPMENT 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, and proposed for rescission 
in R92-120, $45,000,000 are rescinded. 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND 
EVALUATION 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND 
EVALUATION, ARMY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, $196,200,000 are rescinded, 

of which $49,400,000 is [rom the antisatellite 
weapon (ASAT) program, $51,000,000 is [rom the 
Forward Area Air Defense system, $70,000,000 is 
from the classified program "Tractor Helm", 
and $19,800,000 is [rom the Electronic Warfare 
Development program. 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 
EVALUATION, NAVY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, $30,400,000 are rescinded, of 
which $1,400,000 is [rom the Antiairlantisur[ace 
warfare technology program, $1,400,000 is [rom 
the Command, control, communications ad
vanced technology program, $5,000,000 is [rom 
the Bomb Fuze Improvement program, $4,900,000 
is from the Target Systems Development pro
gram, $5,000,000 is [rom the Industrial Prepared
ness program, and $3,700,000 is [rom classified 
programs. 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND 
EVALUATION, AIR FORCE 

(RESCISSIONS) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, and proposed [or rescission 
in R92-127, $300,000,000 are rescinded; in addi
tion, of the funds provided under this heading 
in Public Law 102-172, $364,800,000 are re
scinded, of which $5,800,000 is [rom Defense Re
search Sciences, $69,600,000 is [rom Advanced 
Technology Development programs, $21,100,000 
is [rom the NCMC-TWIAA systems program, 
$22,000,000 is [rom the Night/Precision Attack 
program, $38,400,000 is [rom the Tactical Im
provement Program, $47,500,000 is [rom the Ad
vanced Launch System/National Launch Sys
tem, and $149,400,000 is [rom classified pro
grams. 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 101-511, $62,000,000 are rescinded 
from the Follow-on Early Warning System pro
gram. 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND 
EVALUATION, DEFENSE AGENCIES 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, $45,700,000 are rescinded, of 
which $4,000,000 is [rom Manufacturing Tech
nology, and $30,700,000 is [rom classified pro
grams. 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 

SEC. 401. Funds available to the Department 
of Defense which were proposed [or rescission 
by the President [or programs, projects, or ac
tivities listed in the justification accompanying 
the rescission messages dated April 9, 1992, and 
which are not specifically rescinded by this Act 
in response to the President's request shall be 
made available [or obligation for the same pro
grams, projects and activities as described in the 
messages of April 9, 1992. 

SEC. 402. The Classified Annex accompanying 
S. 2570 of the One Hundred Second Congress is 
hereby incorporated into this Act: Provided, 
That the amounts specified in the Classified 
Annex are not in addition to amounts rescinded 
by other provisions of this Act: Provided fur
ther, That the President shall provide [or appro
priate distribution of the Classified Annex, or of 
appropriate portions of the Classified Annex, 
within the executive branch of the Government. 

BYRD AMENDMENT NO. 1790 
Mr. BYRD proposed an amendment 

to amendment No. 1789 proposed by 
him to the reported amendment (in the 
nature of a substitute) to the bill S. 
2403, supra, as follows: 

In lieu of the matter proposed to be in
serted, insert: 
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That the following rescissions of budget author
ity are made, namely: 

TITLE I 
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT ADMINISTRATION 
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT REVOLVING FUND 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the funds available under this head, 

$9,200,000 are rescinded. 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law I02-172, and proposed tor re
scission in R92-3, $38,800,000 are rescinded; of 
which $22,000,000 was made available for the 
grant to the Silver Valley Unified School Dis
trict, Yermo, California; and $10,000,000 was 
made available tor the grant to the Cumberland 
County School Board, Fayetteville, North Caro
lina; in addition, of the funds made available 
under this heading in Public Law 102-172, 
$139,989,000 are rescinded. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-172, and proposed tor re
scission in R92-4, $1,000,000 are rescinded tor the 
Fenwick Pier Demonstration Project; in addi
tion, of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-172, $I52,182,000 are 
rescinded, of which $400,000 is from funds tor 
the renovation of the Vice President's residence. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR FORCE 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-172, $156,650,000 are re
scinded. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, DEFENSE 
AGENCIES 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the funds made available under this head

ing in Public Law 102-172, and proposed for re
scission in R92-7, $600,000 made available tor 
two Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder Treatment 
Centers, one to be located in the State of Ha
waii, and one to be located in Greensburg, 
Pennsylvania, for the purpose of treating mili
tary personnel, dependents, and other personnel 
in post-traumatic stress disorders is rescinded; 
in addition, of the funds made available under 
this heading in Public Law 102-172, $226,721,000 
are rescinded, of which $5,400,000 is from sup
port of White House communications. 

PROCUREMENT 
PROCUREMENT OF WEAPONS AND TRACKED 

COMBAT VEHICLES, ARMY 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-172, and proposed for re
scission in R92-9, $50,000,000 are rescinded. 

AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, NAVY 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-172, and proposed for re
scission in R92-11, $40,000,000 are rescinded [rom 
the A V-8B program; in addition, of the funds 
made available under this heading in Public 
Law 102-172, $103,000,000 are rescinded reducing 
funds allocated tor the SH-2G program. 

SHIPBUILDING AND CONVERSION, NAVY 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
subdivision "AOE combat support ship pro
gram" in Public Law 102-172, $500,000,000 are 
rescinded. 

OTHER PROCUREMENT, NAVY 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-172, and proposed tor re-

scission in R92-14, $29,300,000 are rescinded; in 
addition, of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-172, $41,000,000 are 
rescinded of which $29,000,000 is from firefight
ing equipment and $12,000,000 is from ship sys
tems trainers. 

PROCUREMENT, DEFENSE AGENCIES 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-172, and proposed for re
scission in R92-16, $42,000,000 are rescinded. 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND 
EVALUATION 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND 
EVALUATION, ARMY 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the funds made available under this head

ing in Public Law 102-172, and proposed for re
scission in R92-18, $18,600,000 are rescinded from 
funds tor the multipurpose individual munition 
and the High Mobility Multipurpose Wheeled 
Vehicle program; in addition, of the funds made 
available under this heading in Public Law 102-
172, $28,000,000 are rescinded from funds to be 
used tor Aircraft Propulsion and the classified 
program "Tractor Pull". 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND 
EVALUATION, NAVY 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the funds made available under this head

ing in Public Law 102-172, and proposed tor re
scission in R92-19, $14,000,000 are rescinded, of 
which $10,000,000 was made available tor the 
Submarine Laser Communications project and 
$4,000,000 was allocated tor the LAMPS MK III 
program; in addition, of the funds mad.e avail
able under this heading in Public Law 102-172, 
$6,100,000 are rescinded [rom funds for the Ship 
Towed Array program. 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND 
EVALUATION, AIR FORCE 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the funds made available under this head

ing in Public Law 102-172, and proposed tor re
scission in R92-20, $32,000,000 are rescinded tor 
the Follow-on Tactical Reconnaissance pro
gram; in addition, of the funds made available 
under this heading in Public Law 102-172, 
$38,500,000 are rescinded from the F-15E and F-
16 squadrons programs. 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND 
EVALUATION, DEFENSE AGENCIES 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the funds made available under this head

ing in Public Law 102-'-172, and proposed tor re
scission in R92-21, $15,000,000 are rescinded from 
the Low-low Frequency Active Technology pro
gram. 

REVOLVING AND MANAGEMENT FUNDS 
PENTAGON RESERVATION MAINTENANCE 

REVOLVING FUND 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds available under this heading, 
$60,000,000 are rescinded. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION 
MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, ARMY 

(RESCISSIONS) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 101-519, $5,000,000 are re
scinded. 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-136, R92-22, $9,050,000 are 
rescinded. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, NAVY 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-136, R92-23, $12,000,000 
are rescinded. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, AIR FORCE 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 101-148, $3,320,000 are re
scinded. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, DEFENSE AGENCIES 
(RESCISSIONS) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 100-447, $500,000 are re
scinded. Of the funds made available under this 
heading in Public Law 101-519, $15,100,000 are 
rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-136, R92-25, $9,000,000 are 
rescinded. 

NORTH ATLANTIC TREATY ORGANIZATION 
INFRASTRUCTURE 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the funds made available under this head

ing in Public Law 102-136, $68,200,000 are re
scinded. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, ARMY NATIONAL 
GUARD 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the funds made available under this head

ing in Public Law 102-136, R92-26, $2,772,000 are 
rescinded. 
MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, AIR NATIONAL GUARD 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the funds made available under this head

ing in Public Law 102-136, R92-27, $306,000 are 
rescinded. 

MILITARY CONSTRUCTION, NAVAL RESERVE 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-136, R92-29, $10,900,000 
are rescinded. 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 
VOCATIONAL AND ADULT EDUCATION 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the funds available under this heading in 

Public Law 102-170, tor Title IV of the Carl D. 
Perkins Vocational and Applied Technology 
Education Act, $2,000,000 tor choice demonstra
tions are rescinded. 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN 
SERVICES 

PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds appropriated to carry out the 
Public Health Service Act, the Mental Health 
Systems Act, the Act of August 5, 1954 (Public 
Law 568, Eighty-third Congress), or the Act of 
August 16, 1957 (Public Law 85-151) and made 
available for evaluation pursuant to section 2711 
of the Public Health Service Act but remaining 
unobligated on the date of enactment of this 
Act, $15,000,000 are rescinded. 

HEALTH CARE FINANCING ADMINISTRATION 
PROGRAM MANAGEMENT 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the funds available under this heading in 

Public Law 102-170, $8,000,000 are rescinded: 
Provided, That no more than $249,000,000 of 
such appropriation may be expended to meet 
unanticipated costs of agencies of organizations 
with which agreements have been made to par
ticipate in the administration of title XVIII of 
the Social Security Act. 

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT 

HOUSING PROGRAMS 
ANNUAL CONTRIBUTIONS FOR ASSISTED HOUSING 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the amounts made available under this 

heading in Public Law 102-139, $50,000,000 tor 
section 8 contract amendments are rescinded. 

• ---.. • • r - •- ._ ' .._ 1 _. r: l • • 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 
URBAN PARK AND RECREATION FUND 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the funds available under this heading in 

Public Law 102-154, $4,937,000 are rescinded. 
BUREAU OF MINES 

MINES AND MINERALS 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds available under this heading in 
Public Law 102-154, $987,000 are rescinded. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
ADMINISTRATION OF FOREIGN AFFAIRS 

ACQUISITION AND MAINTENANCE OF BUILDINGS 
ABROAD 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the funds available under this head tor the 

site development and construction of the United 
States Embassy building in Kuwait, $12,248,000 
are rescinded. 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
URBAN MASS TRANSPORTATION ADMINISTRATION 

RESEARCH, TRAINING AND HUMAN RESOURCES 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-143, $9,880,000 are re
scinded. 

MULTILATERAL ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE 
FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT 
INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS 
CONTRIBUTION TO THE INTERNATIONAL 

DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATION 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 101-513, $32,500,000 are re
scinded. 

INTER-AMERICAN INVESTMENT CORPORATION 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-145, as amended, 
$4,000,000 are rescinded. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
INTERNATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS AND PROGRAMS 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the funds made available under this head

ing in Public Law 101-513, $100,000 are re
scinded. 

BILATERAL ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE 
FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT 

AGENCY FOR INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT 
OPERATING EXPENSES OF THE AGENCY FOR 

INTERNATIONAL DEVELOPMENT 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-145, as amended, $64,054 
are rescinded. 

INTERNATIONAL FUND FOR IRELAND 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 10.1-513 and prior Acts mak
ing appropriations for foreign operations, export 
financing, and related programs, $10,000,000 are 
rescinded. 

MULTILATERAL ASSISTANCE INITIATIVE FOR THE 
PHILIPPINES 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-145, as amended, 
$20,000,000 are rescinded. 

DEVELOPMENT ASSISTANCE; ECONOMIC SUPPORT 
FUND 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the unexpended balances of funds (includ

ing earmarked funds) made available in Public 
Law 98-473, Public Law 99-88 and prior Acts 

making appropriations tor foreign assistance 
and related programs to carry out the provisions 
of chapter 1 of part I and chapter 4 of part II 
of the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as amend
ed, $30,000,000 are rescinded: Provided, That 
this rescission shall be made from funds 
deobligated but continued available by section 
515 of Public Law 101-513, and the correspond
ing authority provided in Public Law 102-145, 
as amended. 

M !LIT AR Y ASSISTANCE 
FUNDS APPROPRIATED TO THE PRESIDENT 
INTERNATIONAL MILITARY EDUCATION AND 

TRAINING 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-145, as amended, 
$1,925,000 are rescinded: Provided, That the 
amount of funds made available under this 
heading that may be obligated for entertainment 
allowances is decreased by $25,000. 

FOREIGN MILITARY FINANCING PROGRAM 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-145, as amended, 
$39,015,000 are rescinded: Provided, That the 
amount of funds made available under this 
heading that may be obligated tor the general 
costs of administering military assistance and 
sales is decreased by $15,000. 

DEOBLIGATIONIREOBLIGAT/ON AUTHORITY 
Notwithstanding section 515(b) of Public Law 

101-513, and the corresponding authority pro
vided in Public Law 102-145 as amended, no 
Foreign Military Financing Program funds may 
be reobligated pursuant to such authority from 
the date of enactment of this Act through Sep
tember 30, 1992. 

SPECIAL DEFENSE ACQUISITION FUND 
(LIMITATION ON OBLIGATIONS) 

The limitation under this heading in Public 
Law 102-145, as amended, is decreased by 
$40,000,000. 

MILITARY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the unexpended balances of funds made 
available to carry out the provisions of chapter 
2 of part II of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961, $6,750,000 are rescinded. 

Of the funds made available to carry out sec
tion 503(a)(3) of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961 that have been disbursed into the Foreign 
Military Sales Trust Fund, $5,760,000 may not 
be disbursed for any purpose and shall be depos
ited into the miscellaneous receipts of the Treas
ury. 

SENATE 
CONTINGENT EXPENSES OF THE SENATE 

OFFICIAL MAIL COSTS 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the total funds appropriated under the 
heading "OFFICIAL MAIL COSTS" under the 
heading "CONTINGENT EXPENSES OF THE SEN
ATE" under the heading "SENATE" in any ap
propriations Act of joint resolution making ap
propriations available to the Senate tor fiscal 
years 1991 and 1992 and which (but tor the pro
visions of this paragraph) would remain avail
able until expended, of the balances remaining 
unobligated, $20,000,000 are rescinded. 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 
(INCLUDING RESCISSIONS) 

SEC. 101. In addition to amounts rescinded 
elsewhere in this Act, of the funds made avail
able in Public Law 102-172, $105,900,000 are re
scinded of which not less than $10,000,000 was 
made available as a grant to the Louisiana 
State University for the Neuroscience Center of 
Excellence; $10,000,000 was made available as a 
grant to Marywood College, Pennsylvania, tor 

laboratory and other efforts associated with re
search, development and other programs of 
major importance to the Department of Defense; 
$6,000,000 was made available for a grant to the 
University of Texas at Austin; $6,000,000 was 
made available for a grant to the Northeastern 
University; $5,000,000 was made available tor a 
grant to the Texas Regional Institute tor Envi
ronmental Studies; $7,700,000 was made avail
able as a grant to the Kansas State University; 
$1,600,000 was made available tor a grant to the 
University of Wisconsin; $29,000,000 was made 
available for a grant to the Boston University; 
$250,000 was made available tor a grant to the 
Medical College of Ohio; $500,000 was made 
available tor a grant to the University of South 
Carolina; $750,000 was made available tor a 
grant to George Mason University; $2,300,000 
was made available as a grant to the Monmouth 
College; $10,000,000 was made available as a 
grant to the University of Minnesota; $500,000 
was made available as a grant to the University 
of Saint Thomas in Saint Paul, Minnesota; 
$2,000,000 was made available as a grant to the 
Brandeis University; $3,000,000 was made avail
able as a grant to the New Mexico State Univer
sity; and under the heading "Research and De
velopment, Test and Evaluation, Defense Agen
cies" $1,300,000 was tor the Oregon Graduate In
stitute and $10,000,000 was tor the Institute tor 
Advanced Science and Technology. 

SEC. 102. in addition to amounts rescinded 
elsewhere in this Act, of the funds made avail
able in Public Law 102-172, $11,350,000 are re
scinded of which $4,000,000 was made available 
for a grant to the Airborne and Special Oper
ations Museum Foundation; $4,000,000 was 
made available tor the National D-Day Museum 
Foundation; $1,600,000 was made available for 
the Museum of Science and Industry; and, 
under the heading "Operations and Mai?~te
nance, Navy" $1,750,000 was available for the 
Naval Undersea Museum as provided for in sec
tion 8115 of Public Law 102-172: Provided, That 
none of the funds available to the Department 
of Defense shall be obligated to subsidize, pro
vide assistance-in-kind, or otherwise offset the 
costs of any military museum. 

SEC. 103. Funds available to the Department 
of Defense which were proposed for rescission 
by the President for programs listed in the jus
tifications of the rescission message of March 10, 
1992, and which are not specifically rescinded 
by this Act, shall be made available tor obliga
tion tor the same programs, projects and activi
ties as listed in the message of March 10, 1992. 

TITLE II 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

OFFICE OF PUBLIC AFFAIRS 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 192-142, $62,000 tor travel are 
rescinded. 

NATIONAL AGRICULTURAL STATISTICS SERVICE 
(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 192-142, $2,000,000 tor the pes
ticide data program are rescinded. 

COOPERATIVE STATE RESEARCH SERVICE 
BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES 

(RESCISSIONS) 
Of the funds made available under this head

ing in Public Law 102-142, R92-38, $500,000 tor 
facilities completion in North Dakota are re
scinded. 

SPECIAL RESEARCH GRANTS 
(RESCISSIONS) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-142, R92-44, $750,000 for 
Appalachian hardwoods in West Virginia are 
rescinded. 
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Of the funds made available under this head

ing in Public Law 102-142, R92-49, $49,000 tor 
integrated orchard management in Vermont are 
rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-142, R92-52, $120,000 tor 
animal waste disposal in Michigan are re
scinded. 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-142, R92-53, $134,000 tor 
a mechanical tomato harvester in Pennsylvania 
are rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-142, R92-56, $200,000 tor 
oil from jojoba in New Mexico are rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-142, R92-58, $50,000 tor 
seedless table grapes in Arkansas are rescinded. 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-142, R92--60, $140,000 tor 
swine research in Minnesota are rescinded. 

AGRICULTURAL MARKETING SERVICE 

MARKETING SERVICES 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-142, $3,000,000 tor the pes
ticide data program are rescinded. 

FARMERS HOME ADMINISTRATION 

SALARili:S AND EXPENSES 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-142, $6,031,000 tor travel 
are rescinded. 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN 
SERVICES 

NATIONAL INSTITUTES OF HEALTH 

NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF DENTAL RESEARCH 

(RESCISSION) 

From amounts previously appropriated, 
$365,000 are hereby rescinded. 

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN 
DEVELOPMENT 

HOUSING PROGRAMS 

ANNUAL CONTRIBUTIONS FOR ASSISTED HOUSING 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the amounts made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, $693,000,000 for 
section 8 contract amendments are rescinded. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS 

CONSTRUCTION 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-154, R92-IJ8, $5,897,000 are 
rescinded. 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
FOREST SERVICE 

STATE AND PRIVATE FORESTRY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds available under this heading in 
Public Law 102-154, $19,000,000 are rescinded. 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS-CIVIL 

CONSTRUCTION, GENERAL 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in title I of Public Law 102-104, R92-91, 
$3,000,000 are rescinded: Provided, That the lan
guage of title I of Public Law 102-104 directing 
the Secretary of the Army, acting through the 
Chief of Engineers, to undertake in fiscal year 
1992, the Red River Basin Chloride Control, 
Texas and Oklahoma, $3,000,000 is repealed. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, GENERAL 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in title I of Public Law 102-104, R92-92, 

$1,350,000 are rescinded: Provided, That the lan
guage of title I of Public Law 102-104 directing 
the Secretary of the Army, acting through the 
Chief of Engineers, with $1,500,000 to alleviate 
bank erosion and related problems associated 
with reservoir releases along the Missouri River 
below Fort Peck Dam is repealed. 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
ABATEMENT, CONTROL, AND COMPLIANCE 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-139, tor contracts, 
$20,000,000 are rescinded. 

HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCE SUPERFUND 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing in Public Law 102-139, for the alternative re
medial contracting system, $20,000,000 are re
scinded. 

NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE 
ADMINISTRATION 

RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 

(RESCISSIONS) 

Of the amounts made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, $1,500,000 tor 
space exploration studies are rescinded. 

Of the amounts made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, $2,500,000 for 
the National Aerospace Plane are rescinded. 

Of the amounts made available under this 
heading in Public Law 102-139, $10,000,000 tor 
Climsat earth probe are rescinded. 

NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION 
RESEARCH AND RELATED ACTIVITIES 

(RESCISSION) 

Unobligated balances for the following re
search grants are rescinded upon enactment: 
"Middle Class Lawyers: The transformation of 
small firm practice"; "Monogamy and aggres
sion"; "Holism in Psychobiology in the Twenti
eth Century"; "Affective Bases of Person Per
ception"; "The representation of Attitudes"; 
"Economic opportunity in urban America 1850-
1870"; "A historic study of Japan's famous slo
gan "Rich Nation, Strong Army" and its impact 
on Japanese Technology"; "Status attainment 
in Chinese urban areas"; "Firm age and 
wages"; "American perceptions of justice": "An 
east-west collaborative study"; "Herd behavior: 
Microfoundations and evidence from decision 
making by firms and about the global environ
ment"; "Analysis of mental computation per
formance and estimation strategy-use among 
Japanese students and curricular of these topics 
in Japanese schools"; "The timing of control 
and stock externalities in the presence of learn
ing with application of global warming"; "Con
flict paradigms and the instance theory of 
automization "; "Exemplar-based processing in 
social judgment"; "A history of applied science 
in France, 1801-1941"; "Emerging coalitions in 
the Soviet All-Union and Republican Legisla
ture"; "Compensation system design, employ
ment and firm performance: An analysis of 
French microdata and a comparison to the 
U.S.A."; "The structures and processes of build
ing provisions: A case study of master-planned 
communities"; "The transformation of the large 
law firm in England: A comparative analysis"; 
"The evolution of optimizing behavior and of 
attitudes towards risk"; "Applying space tech
nology to global change: values, institutions 
and decisions"; "Traditional and nontradi
tional forms of popular religion in Sicily"; 
"Auctions with entry/exit decisions"; "Mainte
nance of a polymorphism in mating behavior in 
swordfish"; "The systematic study of senate 
elections"; "The late prehistoric political econ
omy of the Upper Mantaro Valley in Peru"; 
"Sexual mimicry of swallowtail butterflies"; 
"Song production in freely behaving birds"; 

''American legal realism, empirical social science 
and the Law professor's professional identity"; 
"Norms, self-interest and taxpayers decisions: 
adaption to 1986 tax reform". 

The National Science Foundation shall report 
to the Committees on Appropriations by May 22, 
1992 on the amount of unobligated balances 
committed tor these grants. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE-MILITARY 

PROCUREMENT 

SHIPBUILDING AND CONVERSION, NAVY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
the subdivision "SSN-21 attack submarine pro
gram" in Public Law 102-172, and proposed tor 
rescission in R92-101, $375,500,000 are rescinded. 

OTHER PROCUREMENT, NAVY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, and proposed for rescission 
in R92-102, $189,400,000 are rescinded. 

AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, $1,000,000,000 are rescinded 
from funds tor the B-2 bomber. 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 
EVALUATION 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 
EVALUATION, AIR FORCE 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, $131,000,000 are rescinded 
from the National Aerospace Plane. 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 
EVALUATION, DEFENSE AGENCIES 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, $1,300,000,000 are rescinded 
from the Strategic Defense Initiative. 

TITLE Ill 
DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

ENERGY PROGRAMS 

FOSSIL ENERGY RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds made available under this head
ing for the Office of the Federal Inspector tor 
the Alaska Natural Gas Transportation System 
in Public Law 102-154, R92-34, $144,590 are re
scinded. 

TITLE IV 
DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, ARMY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, $11,300,000 are rescinded 
from classified programs. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, NAVY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, $16,700,000 are rescinded 
from classified programs. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, AIR FORCE 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, $33,300,000 are rescinded 
from classified programs. 

OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE, DEFENSE 
AGENCIES 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, $33,000,000 are rescinded 
from classified programs. 
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PROCUREMENT 

PROCUREMENT OF WEAPONS AND TRACKED 
COMBAT VEHICLES, ARMY 

(RESCISSIONS) 

OJ the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, and proposed for rescission 
in R92-105, $46,300,000 are rescinded; and of the 
funds provided under this heading in Public 
Law 101-511, $150,000,000 are rescinded. 

OJ the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 101-161, $10,700,000 are rescinded. 

AIRCRAFT PROCUREMENT, NAVY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, and proposed [or rescission 
in R92-107, $15,000,000 are rescinded. 

WEAPONS PROCUREMENT, NAVY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
the subdivision "Other Missile Programs" in 
Public Law 101-511, and proposed [or rescission 
in R92-111, $60,000,000 are rescinded. 

OTHER PROCUREMENT, NAVY 

(RESCISSIONS) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, $2,500,000 are rescinded 
from classified programs. 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 101-511, $37,000,000 are rescinded, of 
which $22,000,000 is [rom Point Defense Support 
Equipment and $15,000,000 is [rom the Produc
tivity Investment Fund program. 

PROCUREMENT, MARINE CORPS 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, $55,000,000 are rescinded of 
which $25,000,000 is [rom Tactical Intelligence 
Enhancements and $30,000,000 is from Night Vi
sion Equipment. 

MISSILE PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE 

(RESCISSIONS) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, $416,300,000 are rescinded, 
of which $344,000,000 is from the Advanced 
Cruise Missile program and $72,300,000 is [rom 
the MX missile program. 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 101-511, $112,200,000 are rescinded 
from the MX missile program. 

OTHER PROCUREMENT, AIR FORCE 

(RESCISSIONS) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, $118,200,000 are rescinded, 
of which $105,100,000 is [rom classified programs 
and $13,100,000 is [rom the Base Support pro
gram. 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 101-511, $20,000,000 are rescinded 
[rom the Base Support program. 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 101-165, $30,000,000 are rescinded 
[rom the Electronic Drug interdiction program. 

PROCUREMENT, DEFENSE AGENCIES 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, $10,700,000 are rescinded 
[rom classified programs. 

NATIONAL GUARD AND RESERVE EQUIPMENT 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, and proposed [or rescission 
in R92-120, $45,000,000 are rescinded. 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND 
EVALUATION 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND 
EVALUATION, ARMY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, $196,200,000 are rescinded, 

of which $49,400,000 is [rom the antisatellite 
weapon ( ASAT) program, $51,000,000 is [rom the 
Forward Area Air Defense system, $70,000,000 is 
[rom the classified program "Tractor Helm", 
and $19,800,000 is from the Electronic Warfare 
Development program. 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST AND 
EVALUATION, NAVY 

(RESCISSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, $30,400,000 are rescinded, of 
which $1,400,000 is [rom the Antiairlantisur[ace 
warfare technology program, $1,400,000 is from 
the Command, control, communications ad
vanced technology program, $5,000,000 is [rom 
the Bomb Fuze Improvement program, $4,900,000 
is [rom the Target Systems Development pro
gram, $5,000,000 is [rom the Industrial Prepared
ness program, and $3,700,000 is [rom classified 
programs. 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND 
EVALUATION, AIR FORCE 

(RESCISSIONS) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 102-172, and proposed [or rescission 
in R92-127, $300,000,000 are rescinded; in addi
tion, of the funds provided under this heading 
in Public Law 102-172, $364,800,000 are re
scinded, of which $5,800,000 is [rom Defense Re
search Sciences, $69,600,000 is [rom Advanced 
Technology Development programs, $21,100,000 
is [rom the NCMC-TWIAA systems program, 
$22,000,000 is [rom the Night/Precision Attack 
program, $38,400,000 is [rom the Tactical Im
provement Program, $47,500,000 is [rom the Ad
vanced Launch System/National Launch Sys
tem, and $149,400,000 is [rom classified pro
grams. 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
Public Law 101-511, $62,000,000 are rescinded 
[rom the Follow-on Early Warning System pro
gram. 

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND 
EVALUATION, DEFENSE AGENCIES 

(RESCISSION) 
Of the funds provided under this heading in 

Public Law 102-172, $45,700,000 are rescinded, of 
which $4,000,000 is from Manufacturing Tech
nology, and $30,700,000 is [rom classified pro-
grams. 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 

SEC. 401. Funds available to the Department 
of Defense which were proposed [or rescission 
by the President [or programs, projects, or ac
tivities listed in the justification accompanying 
the rescission messages dated April 9, 1992, and 
which are not specifically rescinded by this Act 
in response to the President's request shall be 
made available [or obligation [or the same pro
grams, projects and activities as described in the 
messages of April9, 1992. 

SEc. 402. The Classified Annex accompanying 
S. 2570 of the One Hundred Second Congress is 
hereby incorporated into this Act: Provided, 
That the amounts specified in the Classified 
Annex are not in addition to amounts rescinded 
by other provisions of this Act: Provided fur
ther, That the President shall provide for appro
priate distribution of the Classified Annex, or of 
appropriate portions of the Classified Annex, 
within the executive branch of the Government. 

McCAIN (AND ROTH) AMENDMENT 
NO. 1791 

Mr. McCAIN (for himself and Mr. 
ROTH) proposed an amendment to the 
reported amendment (in the nature of a 
substitute) to the bill S. 2403, supra, as 
follows: 

At the appropriate place insert the follow
ing: 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE-MILITARY 
PROCUREMENT 

SHIPBUILDING AND CONVERSION, NAVY 

(RECESSION) 

Of the funds provided under this heading in 
the subdivision "SSN-21 attack submarine 
program" in Public Law 101-511, $1,075,700,000 
are rescinded, and of the funds provided 
under this heading in the subdivision "SSN-
21 attack submarine program" in Public Law 
102-172, $1,690,200,000 are rescinded. 

BROWN (AND OTHERS) 
AMENDMENT NO. 1792 

Mr. BROWN (for himself, Mr. KOHL, 
and Mr. SMITH) proposed an amend
ment to the bill S. 2403, supra, as fol
lows: 

At the appropriate place insert the follow
ing: 
SEC. • SENSE OF THE SENATE THAT UNNECES· 

SARY WASTEFUL SPENDING BE 
ELIMINATED 

It is the sense of the Senate that-
(1) all programs and projects for which 

funds are appropriated should adhere to ob
jective criteria throughout the appropria
tions process; and 

(2) money should not be appropriated for 
programs and projects unless-

(A) the programs and projects are a topic 
of an appropriations hearing; 

(B) the programs and projects are author
ized before funds are appropriated; 

(C) the programs and projects are not 
added on to appropriations bills in con
ference if they were not included in either 
the House or Senate-passed bill; and 

BROWN (AND SMITH) AMENDMENT 
NO. 1793 

Mr. BROWN (for himself and Mr. 
SMITH) proposed an amendment to the 
bill S. 2403, supra, as follows: 

On page 29, line 12, strike "$20,000,000 are 
rescinded." and insert the following: 
"$21,000,000 are rescinded. 

''ADDITIONAL PORKBUSTER PROVISIONS FROM 
THE PRESIDENT'S BILL 

"The funds proposed for rescission in 
R92-43, R92-45, R92-46, R92-47, R92-48, R92-

50, R92--51, R92--54, R92--55, R92--57, R92-59, R92--
61, R92--67, R92--97, R92--66, R92--U8, R92--69, R92-
70, R92--71, R92--72, R92--73, R92--74, R92-75, R92--
76, R92--77, R92--78, R92--79, R92--80, R92--81, R92--
82, R92--83, R92--84, R92--85, R92--86, R92--87, R92-
95, R92--96, R92--98, R92--99, R92--100, R92--89, 
and R92--90 are rescinded.". 

NOTICE OF HEARINGS 
SELECT COMMITTEE ON INDIAN AFFAIRS 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, I would 
like to announce that the Select Com
mittee on Indian Affairs will be holding 
an oversight hearing on Wednesday, 
May 6, 1992, beginning at 9:30 a.m., in 
485 Russell Senate Office Building on 
the implementation of the Indian Gam
ing Regulatory Act. 

Those wishing additional information 
should contact the Select Committee 
on Indian Affairs at 224-2251. 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I 
would like to announce for my col-
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leagues and the public that a hearing 
has been scheduled before the Commit
tee on Energy and Natural Resources. 

The purpose of the hearing is to re
ceive testimony on issues pertaining to 
the refining sector of the petroleum in
dustry. 

The hearing will take place on Tues
day, May 19, 1992, at 9:30a.m., in room 
SD-366 of the Dirksen Senate Office 
Building, First and C Streets, NE., 
Washington, DC. 

Because of the limited time available 
for the hearing, witnesses may testify 
by invitation only. However, those 
wishing to submit written testimony 
for inclusion in the printed hearing 
record should send their comments to 
the Committee on Energy and Natural 
Resources, U.S. Senate, Washington, 
DC 20510, attention: Don Sana. 

For further information, please con
tact Don Sana of the committee staff 
at 202-224-4820. 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON PROJECTION FORCES AND 
REGIONAL DEFENSE 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub
committee on Projection Forces and 
Regional Defense of the Committee On 
Armed Services be authorized to meet 
on Tuesday, May 5, 1992, at 9:30a.m. , in 
open session to receive testimony on 
the near- and long-term outlook for the 
U.S. Marine Corps in review of the 
amended Defense authorization request 
for fiscal year 1993 and the future 
years, Defense plan. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON AVIATION 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub
committee on Aviation of the Commit
tee on Commerce, Science, and Trans
portation, be authorized to meet dur
ing the session of the Senate on May 5, 
1992, at 9:30 a.m., on the FAA reauthor
ization. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Small 
Business Committee be authorized to 
meet during the session of the Senate 
on Tuesday, May 5, 1992, at 9:30 a.m. 
The committee will hold a full commit
tee hearing to consider the President's 
nomination of Thomas Kerester to be 
Chief Counsel for Advocacy for the 
Small Business Administration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Govern
mental Affairs Committee be author
ized to meet on Tuesday, May 5, for a 
hearing on the subject: performance 

measurement: toward more effective 
government. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON THE CONSTITUT ION 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub
committee on the Constitution of the 
Committee on the Judiciary, be au
thorized to meet during the session of 
the Senate on Tuesday, May 5, 1992, at 
2 p.m., to hold a hearing on Stop Arm
ing Felons [SAFE] Act. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON ANTITRUST, MONOPOLIES 
AND BUSINESS RIGHTS 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub
committee on Antitrust, Monopolies 
and Business Rights, of the Committee 
on the Judiciary, be authorized to meet 
during the session of the Senate on 
Tuesday, May 5, 1992, at 9:30 a.m. to 
hold a hearing on involuntary transfer 
of insurance policies. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON EUROPEAN AFFAIRS 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Sub
committee on European Affairs of the 
Committee on Foreign Relations be au
thorized to meet during the session of 
the Senate on Tuesday, May 5, at 2 
p.m. to conduct a hearing. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

CINCO DE MAYO 
• Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, today I 
would like to take a moment to honor 
one of our neighbors to the south, Mex
ico. Today is one of Mexico 's most 
treasured holidays, Cinco de Mayo. On 
this day in 1862, Mexican forces suc
cessfully won the Battle of the Puebla. 
Their victory 130 years ago was a turn
ing point in Mexican history. It was in 
this battle that Mexican forces over
came seemingly insurmountable obsta
cles to defeat the forces of Napoleon 
III. 

In the last 10 years, Mexico has been 
a beacon of hope in Latin America. In 
1982, Mexico was in serious financial 
trouble. After bold reforms by the Sali
nas government, Mexico has lowered 
inflation, is paying its external debt, 
has privatized most of its state-owned 
industries and is encouraging Mexi
cans, as well as foreigners, to invest in 
a country and a people. These financial 
reforms, as well as other governmental 
reforms, have given rise to an atmos
phere of optimism in Mexico. 

The United States has also been 
blessed with a large population of 
Mexican-Americans. In my home State 
of Illinois, Mexican-Americans have 

given our cities a rich diversity. Mexi
can-Americans have contributed to our 
heritage in literature, politics, art, re
ligion, athletics, cuisine, and so many 
other aspects of American life. In addi
tion, the Mexican sense of family has 
also been a model of all Americans. 

As Mexicans in Mexico, the United 
States, and all over the world celebrate 
Cinco de Mayo, let us share in their joy 
and enthusiasm.• 

IN RECOGNITION OF ENCINAL 
HIGH SCHOOL 

• Mr. SEYMOUR. Mr. President, I rise 
today in recognition of Encinal High 
School and the faculty, staff, students, 
and parents upon achieving excellence 
in education. 

Arthur Andersen and the Alameda 
School District have developed a part
nership between business and edu
cation that begins at the grassroots 
level-involving parents, teachers, ad
ministrators, and business and commu
nity representatives. Their concept is 
called visioning and involves work
shops and action committees that 
chart a course for the ideal student for 
the 21st century. Arthur Andersen and 
Co. serves as a resource and a catalyst 
for change in this cooperative agree
ment. 

Encinal High School is quickly be
coming a model for their concept. 
Encinal is a progressive school that is 
currently restructuring their edu
cational curriculum. They have won 
several grants and are currently apply
ing for grants that allow them to give 
their teachers and staff additional 
training and for innovative projects. 

They support interactive teaching 
and participation from students and 
parents. Beginning next fall, they will 
be one of eight high schools in Califor
nia that will be participating in an 
interactive mathematics program de
veloped by U.C. Berkeley that requires 
all sophomores, juniors, and seniors to 
take algebra, geometry, and trigo
nometry, simultaneously. These class
es are college preparatory as well as 
bringing to light that in real life these 
subjects are interactive and are used 
jointly so it makes more sense to teach 
them together. 

Encinal has also implemented a sup
port structure to assist students in be
coming better students. Every student 
and their family is assigned a coun
selor, psychologist, and administrator, 
and teacher to help them in dealing 
with their studies and the school situa
tion. 

Mr. President, I ask my colleagues to 
join me in commending Encinal High 
School for achieving excellence in edu
cation and to offer our best wishes for 
continued success in their future en
deavors.• 

OPERATION EIC FILE 
• Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I would 
like to thank the volunteers of Oper-
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ation EIC File and commend them for 
their hard work. These volunteers are 
helping low-income families in the Mil
waukee area fill out their tax forms to 
make sure that working families re
ceive the tax benefits they have 
earned. The earned income credit cam
paign is the joint effort of Congress for 
a Working America, the Greater Mil
waukee Committee, the city of Mil
waukee, and the Social Development 
Commission, in cooperation with the 
Internal Revenue Service. 

The need for outreach to low-income 
working families increased this year 
with the new, more complicated EIC 
tax forms. Because of a law which 
made the EIC more complicated, the 
EIC tax forms threatened to discourage 
many families from filling out the 
complex forms. The volunteers of Oper
ation EIC File stepped in to respond to 
that increased need. 

By providing tax advice and assist
ance to working families, they have 
saved many families money-money 
that might otherwise have gone to 
high-cost, tax preparation firms, or 
check-cashing establishments-that 
will now be kept by the worker who 
earned it. I am grateful to the volun
teers who made this project possible 
and who provided assistance to Wiscon
sin families. In this time of hardship, 
they should be especially proud of their 
work. I certainly am. 

Mr. President, I would like to thank 
the following volunteers for their ef
forts and most importantly, I would 
like to thank them for caring: 

Sara Ackley, Jodi Amend, Gita 
Amilinene, Laura Arnow, Dianne Baas, 
Eloisa Balderas, Jerry Baldwin, Rhoda 
Baumgarten, Kathy Bayer, Terri 
Behling, Michael Blau, Stacey Bodi, 
Allen Boyle, Jeane Brousseau, Pam 
Cleereman, Gershia Coggs, David 
Corwin, Curtis Craig, Scott Craine, 
David DaLey, Jeff Danihel, Barbara 
Ecklond, Sarah Evans, Debra Fenzl, 
Heidi Fleck, David Fohr. 

Mark Gelhaus, Sean Goggin, Rachel 
Grenier, Lea Grunig, Kevin Hablewitz, 
Steven Reicher, David Hilker, Andy 
Holman, Steve Holt, Laura Horton, 
Cindy Hulen, Judy Isom, Christine Jen
sen, Greg Jeske, Kathleen Jokisch, 
Kevin Kalnins, Vernon Keszler, Gail 
King, Kelly, Kirtley, Andy Komisar, 
Dave Laske, Gary Lau, Lynn Ludke, 
Tom Maloney, Andy Mohrfeld, Jeffrey 
Paro. 

Doug Patch, Jamie Payton, Cheryl 
Pfundtner, Christy Plautz, Kerry 
Quigley, Darci Rodas, Sean Rutter, 
John Sablan, Peter Schimmel, Craig 
Schmitter, Christopher Schrantz, Jen
nie Schwister, Peter Sledzik, Kurt 
Sowle, Sue Stanton, Toni Straughter, 
Jean Trompeter, Kurt Vaaler, Mike 
Verveer, Betty White, Roderick Wilson, 
Sun Yoon, Carl Zaar, Josh Zepnick.• 

LUJAN ALTERNATIVE 
• Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I re
cently wrote people in Washington 
State asking them their opinion on 
Secretary of the Interior Manuel Lu
jan's decision to reduce spotted owl set 
asides in the Northwest in order to 
save jobs and protect families. The ma
jority of those who responded felt that 
the Secretary was doing the right 
thing and that they support his efforts. 
I agree. We in Congress have done 
nothing for the past 3 years while 
workers, families, and communities 
have been threatened with devastation 
due to spotted owl set asides. Finally, 
someone has come forward and pro
posed a solution that takes into consid
eration the lives of people. 

Make no mistake, even Secretary Lu
jan's alternative will be painful. It will 
still result in thousands of job losses. 
But when compared with the recovery 
plan as proposed by the Fish and Wild
life Service, Secretary Lujan's proposal 
will cut job losses in the Northwest in 
half. I think it's important that we 
support the Secretary's alternative and 
prevent any further attempts to lock 
up more land in the Northwest.• 

WIESEL OFFERS INSIGHTS ON 
FANATICISM 

• Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, in the 
Washington Post on April 19, 1992, 
there was an intriguing article by 
Nobel peace prize-winning humani
tarian Elie Wiesel exploring the roots 
of growing fanatical hate movements. 

I ask that this article, entitled 
"When Passion Is Dangerous" be print
ed in the RECORD. 

The article follows: 
WHEN PASSION IS DANGEROUS 

(By Elie Wiesel) 
(At a time when extremist groups and indi

viduals are increasingly active both at home 
and abroad, we thought it would be useful to 
ask a famous victim-and survivor-of ha
tred and prejudice for his views on the na
ture and perils of fanaticism. Elie Wiesel, 
winner of the Nobel Prize in 1986 and cur
rently Professor of Humanities at Boston 
University, is one of the world's foremost au
thorities on the subject, by reason both of 
his scholarly researches and his own per
sonal experiences. A native of Transylvania, 
he was captured by the Nazis at the age of 15 
and imprisoned in the Auschwitz and Bu
chenwald concentration camps, where nearly 
all of his family died. 

(The author of some 30 books, including 
"Night" and "The Jews of Silence," Wiesel 
has spoken on behalf of Southeast Asian Ref
ugees, South African blacks, The Miskito In
dians of Nicaragua and other oppressed and 
persecuted groups. His newest book, a novel 
titled "The Forgotten," is being published 
this month by Summit Books. Elie Wiesel 
has been a U.S. citizen since 1963 and is are
cipient of the Congressional Gold Medal.) 

Fanaticism is all around us, and only we 
ourselves can stem it. That is because the 
hatred that underlies this ancient scourge is 
of human origin, and only human beings can 
trace its contours, measure its depth andre
alize its dangers before disarming it. 

It flourishes today in lands near and far, 
and its victims are counted by the tens of 
thousands. Riots in Armenia and Azerbaijan, 
bloodshed in Yugoslavia, political convul
sions in India, depredations against the 
Kurds in Iraq-all of these must be seen in 
the horrible context of a rising fanaticism. 

Paradoxically, the current decade-the last 
of this century and this millennium-started 
rather well. A contagious current of liberty 
ran across much of the world, bringing 
glasnos and perestroika in the Soviet Union, 
the victory of Vaclav Havel in Czecho
slovakia, the courageous student demonstra
tion in China, the fall of the Berlin Wall, the 
growing strength of intellectual voices in 
Poland, Hungary, Bulgaria and Yugoslavia, 
th~ fall of dictatorships in Latin America. 

Then came the disenchantment and there
version to old patterns, reflected in the 
bloody repression in Beijing (which was ac
cepted too fast by the so-called civilized 
world); the disturbing turnabouts in Soviet 
politics; the pardons of war criminals in 
Lithuania; the resurgence of anti-Semitism 
in Poland, Romania and Hungary; and the 
stirrings of racism in Germany, in France, in 
England and even in Scandinavia. What has 
become of the rising hope shared by so 
many? Was it, too, the victim of fanaticism 
on an international scale? 

Forgive me if I expand a bit on the phe
nomenon of anti-Semitism-the oldest col
lective prejudice in history, one I've known 
since childhood. Anti-Semitic fanaticism has 
passed through various phases over the cen
turies. The religious anti-Judaism of the 
Middle Ages has given way to a political 
anti-Semitism aimed at the State of Israel
although those who mount the attack may 
claim to be "merely" anti-Zionist. This po
litical anti-Semitism is followed in its turn 
by an historical anti-Semitism that seems to 
me the most vicious and injurious of all. For 
historical anti-Semitism assaults the mem
ory Jews hold of their own past suffering, as 
in the Holocaust. Its practitioners almost 
seem to become envious of those sufferings, 
first crying out, "The Jews are not the only 
ones who have suffered"; then, "Others have 
suffered more than the Jews"; and finally, 
"Others have been made to suffer by the 
Jews." Thus we are advised to speak more 
softly, to de-Judaize Jewish experience. If 
these new anti-Semites succeed in imposing 
their will, a Jew will no longer be able to 
speak of the Jewish tragedy. 

Let us return to the problem of fanaticism 
in general by considering the question of 
whether fanaticism is nothing but a convic
tion pushed to excess-whether there exists a 
precise point at which the one is allowed to 
overflow into the other. 

I would say that an idea becomes fanatical 
the moment it minimizes or excludes all the 
ideas that confront or oppose it. In religion, 
it is dogmatism; in politics, totalitarianism. 
The fanatic deforms and pollutes reality. He 
never sees things and people as they are; his 
hatred makes him fabricate idols and images 
so ugly that he can become indignant about 
them. In his eyes, he, and only he, has the 
right to put his ideas into action, which he 
will do at the first opportunity. 

One can encounter fanaticism in the 
framework of all monotheistic religions
Christian, Jewish, Moslem-and extremism 
in any form revolts me. I turn away from 
persons who declare that they know better 
than anyone else the only true road to God. 
If they try to force me to follow their road, 
I fight them. Whatever the fanatic's religion, 
I wish to be his adversary, his opponent. 

Does that mean I want to debate with him? 
My experience is that the fanatic hides from 
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true debate. The concept of dialogue is alien 
to him. He is afraid of pluralism and diver
sity; he abhors learning. He knows how to 
speak in monologues only, so debate is su
perfluous to him. 

Yes, the fanatic is passionate. But his pas
sfons can be dangerous. In religion, love is 
neither the problem nor the solution. The 
problem is exaggerated love, fanatical love, 
which turns religion into a personal battle
field that is dangerous to others and demean
ing to the very faith it professes to cherish. 

If religious fanaticism hides the face of 
God, so does political fanaticism destroy 
human liberty. In fact, there are some who, 
seeking to combat religious fanaticism, bat
tle it with another kind of fanaticism that is 
equally evil. We cannot yield to fanaticism 
of any type. Fanaticism is a basic element of 
every dictatorship. In science, it serves 
death; in literature, it twists truth; in his
tory, it tells lies; in art, it creates ugliness. 

The fanatic never rests and never quits; 
the more he conquers, the more he seeks new 
conquests. For him to feel free, he must put 
everyone else into prison-if not physically, 
at least mentally. In doing so, he never real
izes that he himself is in jail, as a guard if 
not as a prisoner. A fanatic has answers, not 
questions; certainties, not hesitations. In 
dictatorial regimes, doubts were considered 
crimes against the state. The philosopher 
Friedrich Nietzsche expressed it this way: 
Madness is the result not of uncertainty but 
certainty. Substitute the word fanaticism 
for madness, and the equation holds. 

Now, on the threshold of the 21st century, 
it is our responsibility to combat the spread
ing cancer of fanaticism, which blocks the 
future of our children and ourselves. It must 
be constantly fought, because it leads to de
humanizing, degrading and contagious ha
tred. Nothing good, nothing worthy, nothing 
creative can be born of hatred. Hatred begets 
hatred. That is why we must keep it from 
our doors, send it away, repel it, disarm it
vanquish it before we even see the shadow of 
its shadow. 

How can we do this? By celebrating, cher
ishing, defending the liberty of others-of all 
others. At stake is our cultural, ethical and 
moral future. 

Let me conclude with a Midrashic story (of 
Rabbi Shimon bar Yokai), retold by the 
great Hasidic storyteller Rabbi Nahman of 
Bratslav: 

A man is on a boat. He is not alone but 
acts as if he were. One night, he begins to cut 
a hole under his seat. His neighbors shriek: 
"Have you gone mad? Do you want to sink us 
all?" Calmly he answers them: "I don't un
derstand what you want. What I'm doing is 
none of your business, I paid my way. I'm 
only cutting under my own seat." 

What the fanatic will not accept, what you 
and I cannot forget, is that all of us are in 
the same boat.• 

ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT 
• Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, the 
citizens of Oregon are concerned about 
the loss of jobs and economic devasta
tion resulting from the Endangered 
Species Act. The idea behind the En
dangered Species Act is a good one, but 
when it threatens to shut down entire 
communities, it has gone too far. Or
egon's workers want Congress to 
amend the Endangered Species Act to 
take into account its effect on people, 
and I support them. 

During my last visit to Oregon, I re
ceived a letter and a petition from 
workers at the Avison Lumber Co. in 
Molalla. It was signed by over 100 Or
egonians from Salem, Portland, 
Estacada, Silverton, Molalla, and other 
towns where timber is a vital part of 
the economic base. 

The letter reads: 
DEAR SENATOR PACKWOOD: The Endangered 

Species Act is a prime example of a good 
idea gone bad. 

The original intention, while admirable, 
has been lost. Efforts by extremists to over
turn the multiple use concept has had a dev
astating effect. 

Our families and our communities are suf
fering. Without proper management our nat
ural resources will suffer as well. We must 
seek a balance in the environmental equa
tion and remember that man is a part of na
ture, not separate from it. Our environment 
can profit from man's superior intellect. 

Man is now able to travel to the moon and 
beyond. Shouldn't this vast amount of 
science and technology allow man to more 
effectively balance the needs of humans with 
the needs of all plants and animals? 

The answer, of course, is "Yes!" 
We, the undersigned, petition the Congress 

of the United States to amend the Endan
gered Species Act and put people back into 
the environmental equation. 

Congress' primary responsibility is to 
people, not animals, and the Endan
gered Species Act should be amended 
to show that.• 

FOREIGN OPERATIONS FUNDING 
• Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, last 
month, the Congress enacted House 
Joint Resolution 456 which will con
tinue to provide funding for U.S. for
eign aid programs for the remainder of 
fiscal year 1992. This resolution contin
ues funding the foreign operations pro
grams, with certain very limited excep
tions, at the fiscal year 1991 rate or the 
level in H.R. 2621, the House passed for
eign aid measure, whichever is lower. 

Mr. President, there was, of course, 
no Senate report to accompany House 
Joint Resolution 456. However, if there 
had been one, I would have wanted it to 
contain language similar to that in 
Senate Report 101-519 which accom
panied the last freestanding foreign aid 
appropriations bill, H.R. 5114, which 
was enacted for fiscal year 1991. In that 
report, the Senate Appropriations 
Committee expressed its approval of 
the financial support the Agency for 
International Development and other 
Government agencies gave to the U.S. 
Telecommunications Training Insti
tute [USTTI]. 

Specifically, the report read as fol
lows: 

U.S. Telecommunications Training Insti
tute.-The Committee notes with approval 
the financial support AID and other Govern
ment agencies have given to the U.S. Tele
communications Training Institute (USTTI) 
since it was established in 1982. The Commit
tee recommends that $500,000 be provided to 
support worthy applicants from the least de
veloped countries of the world so that they 

may participate in this program. The Com
mittee believes that USTTI's programs bene
fit the United States in establishing rela
tionships with foreign administrators; leads 
to business opportunities for U.S. companies 
abroad; and helps our Government in inter
national negotiations. 

Mr. President, I am pleased to report 
that USTTI continues to justify the 
confidence the committee expressed in 
that report.• 

IN RECOGNITION OF GATEWAY 
HIGH SCHOOL 

• Mr. SEYMOUR. Mr. President, I rise 
today in recognition of Gateway High 
School and the faculty, staff, student 
body, and parents upon achieving ex
cellence in education. 

Gateway High School began its exist
ence in an old gymnasium. In 1973, 
plans were laid to build what was then 
known as a small necessary high 
school. Unlike other districts who con
tinue to use abandoned buildings and 
unused classrooms, the Clovis Unified 
School District made a commitment to 
alternative education by financing the 
construction of a new facility expressly 
made for the kinds of programs needed 
by the continuation high school stu
dent. 

What was needed was a small campus 
with modern, attractive, well-lighted 
classrooms complete with libraries, 
science rooms, business and computer 
rooms, a small shop, home economics 
laboratories, and adequate space for 
counseling and other support services. 
This facility has made the statement, 
"we care about you, tool" With the 
guidance of Dr. Floyd Buchanan, a new 
and unique facility was designed. The 
first phase of this project was com
pleted in 1975 and for the next 13 years 
served as an outstanding example of 
what, with proper planning and sup
port, a continuation high school could 
look like. 

The growth of the Clovis School Dis
trict made it apparent that the exist
ing facility would not continue to serv
ice the needs of the growing student 
population. Once again, Dr. Buchanan 
took another positive step in providing 
needed services for alternative edu
cation. A plan was developed, a pro
posal was made and adopted by the 
school board to apply for additional fa
cilities using State funding. The new 
project would almost double the size of 
the existing facility, provide much 
needed space for student activities, 
modernize rooms to make computer 
services available and, most of all, reit
erate the concept of "we care about 
you, tool" Increased office space for 
better student services, a new and larg
er library, an activity center for stu
dents, improved athletic facilities and 
new classrooms capable of handling 
state of the art technology are all in
corporated into the new facility. 

At any one time at least 10 percent of 
the secondary school population of the 
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Clovis Unified School District . is 
housed on the Gateway High School 
campus. This facility is concrete evi
dence of the commitment of the tax
payers, school board and administra
tion of the Clovis unified schools to 
provide service to all of their students 
according to their needs. 

Mr. President, I ask my colleagues to 
join me in commending Gateway High 
School for achieving excellence in edu
cation and to offer our best wishes for 
continued success in their future en
deavors.• 

THE IMPORTANCE OF PUBLIC 
TELEVISION 

• Mr. WIRTH. Mr. President, our pub
lic broadcasting system is a national 
treasure and I support S. 1504, legisla
tion to reauthorize Federal support for 
the system. Unfortunately, the Senate 
was unable to complete action on this 
legislation earlier this year. I hope we 
will return to this legislation very soon 
and encourage my colleagues to sup
port public broadcasting when we do 
so. 

Today, I would like to call Senators' 
attention to two articles that discuss 
the importance of public television to 
our Nation and culture. The first is an 
article written by Marshall Turner, the 
former chairman of the Corporation for 
Public Broadcasting, outlining the im
portance of public broadcasting as a 
national service that seeks to bring a 
diverse range of important educational 
and entertainment programming to a 
broad audience. The second article is a 
response to a recent George Will col
umn critical of. public television. That 
response appeared in the Washington 
Post last week and was written by 
Sharon Percy Rockefeller, a former 
member of the corporation's board. 

I hope my colleagues will read both 
of these thoughtful articles before we 
take final action on S. 1504 and ask 
unanimous consent that they be print
ed in tlie RECORD. In addition, I would 
like to insert into the RECORD some re
marks I had prepared earlier this year 
concerning S. 1504. 

The material follows: 
BIG BIRD: SOMEONE DIDN'T DO HIS HOMEWORK 

(By Sharon Percy Rockefeller) 
George Will's column "Who Would Kill Big 

Bird?" [op-ed, April 19] portrays public tele
vision as an example of the "welfare state 
gone awry"-a vehicle for entertaining the 
rich and powerful at the expense of the ordi
nary taxpayer. While it is refreshing to see 
Mr. Will in his guise of a populist, he has ne
glected to do his homework. His statements 
about public television are often distorted, 
often just plain wrong. Some examples: 

Citing "The Civil War" to point out the 
"ample cable, broadcast and home video 
markets ... " available to public television 
is like using Thomas Alva Edison as an ex
ample of why all inventors should make 
money. It is also 20/20 hindsight. Where were 
all those potential investors when a young, 
unknown filmmaker came to public tele-

vision and proposed 11 hours of photographs 
buttressed by music and voice? They were 
salivating over "Roseanne." WETA-and 
public television-believed in "The Civil 
War" and Ken Burns, and supported him 
from the moment he began his research. Fur
thermore, we supported him not because his 
program looked good on a financial forecast 
but because we felt that what he had to say 
was important. Our yardstick was good pro
gramming, not profit. 

A more apt question for Mr. Will to con
sider: Would private investors fund the hun
dreds of hours of extraordinary television on 
PBS that are not potential blockbusters but 
nonetheless inform, enrich, educate and de
light viewers? Of course not. 

Is WETA's audience "an advertiser's 
dream"? Perhaps, if we sold advertising; but 
we don't. We tried once: In the early 1980s, 
public television conducted an FCC and con
gressionally authorized 10-market advertis
ing experiment. It confirmed that our pro
gramming could not generate enough adver
tising revenue to support the system, and 
concluded that continued government fund
ing was essential. 

The fact is that public television remains 
the only place a viewer can watch operas, 
ballets, symphonies or public affairs docu
mentaries the way they were designed to be 
watched-without commercial interruption. 
Public television stations need public sup
port precisely because their value lies in pro
ducing and broadcasting high-risk programs 
of quality that do not necessarily make 
money. Just ask the networks. 

Mr. Will believes that because of cable tel
evision, the audiences once served by public 
television will be served by the expanding 
marketplace. He is wrong. More outlets do 
not necessarily mean more choices; an in
crease in quantity does not automatically 
result in more diversity or higher quality. 

Radio offers an example. Dozens of stations 
dot the dial; yet they compete for audiences 
within a few formats: talk, news, rock and 
roll, country, some classical. There is noth
ing like National Public Radio's "All Things 
Considered" or "Morning Edition" anywhere 
in commercial radio. Why does Mr. Will as
sume that the television environment with
out PBS would be any different? Perhaps he 
should examine the British system, where re
cent efforts to force broadcasters to rely on 
advertising for funding threaten to push doc
umentaries and cultural programming right 
off the air. 

Mr. Will selectively quotes statistics to 
imply that public television is an elitist ac
tivity. In fact, the demographics of public 
television closely mirror the demographics 
of the American population. A third of public 
television households have annual incomes 
of less than $20,000, and 60 percent earn less 
than $40,000. Recent surveys of the "Sesame 
Street" audience show that the program 
reaches nearly a quarter of all U.S. house
holds with incomes under $10,000, over half of 
the Hispanic households that have children, 
and over 40 percent of African-American 
households with children. "Sesame Street" 
is also shown in thousands of day care cen
ters. This is elitist? 

Mr. Will's statistics are distorted partly 
because he fails to distinguish between view
ers and members-between those who watch 
and those who contribute to public tele
vision. His failure is disingenuous: It stands 
to reason that members are most likely to be 
drawn from the more affluent viewers. Like 
all other institutions that rely on contribu
tions, public television has a membership that 
is more skewed to the higher income groups 
that its viewership. 

But the most troubling part of Mr. Will's 
column is his extraordinarily crabbed view 
of the role of our government. He concludes 
that government should consign public 
broadcasting-and by extension other cul
tural institutions-to the forces of the mar
ketplace. 

Yet, as he has often reminded us, our gov
ernment was formed to promote not just life 
and liberty but also "the pursuit of happi
ness." In this effort it assists all sorts of in
stitutions: public schools, universities, li
braries, hospitals, museums, symphonies and 
national parks. Historically the province of 
the elite, these institutions has now become 
available to everyone. We spend a tiny por
tion of the federal budget on them; in fact, 
only 6.2 percent of WET A's $43 million budg
et comes directly from the federal govern
ment via the Corporation for Public Broad
casting. 

The idea behind this support is always the 
same-that promoting access to education, 
the arts and the outdoors enriches the whole 
society. Far from being elitist, it is one of 
the great unifying themes of our country. By 
giving everyone access to Beethoven and 
Dickens, Alvin Ailey and Leonard Bern
stein-and, yes, to Ken Burns and Big Bird 
too-we improve ourselves. 

Is Mr. Will against all such support-or 
just that for public television? Does he deny 
that government has a role in perpetuating 
the cultural vitality of society? If so, he 
should come out and say it. If so, we differ. 

THE DIFFERENCE IS THAT PUBLIC TV SERVES 
A COUNTRY, NOT A MARKET 

(By Marshall Turner) 
Some say that the advent of new media

in particular, the challenge of cable tele
vision-has decreased the need for public 
broadcasting and its partial federal support. 
The opposite is true. Such suggestions miss 
the point of public television's enduring po
tential. Our opportunities to serve the Amer
ican public are growing as a result of 
changes in the broadcasting environment. 
We should welcome discussions of public 
broadcasting, with the confidence that a 
clearer understanding of our purpose, and 
perhaps some adjustments of our structure 
or tasks, will strengthen our service. If any
thing, the need for public television and fed
eral support of it is stronger now than in 
1967, when the Public Broadcasting Act was 
passed. 

It should be noted that federal support is 
not the heart of public television: member 
support is. Federal money makes up about 17 
percent of total public TV revenues. In 1990, 
individuals contributed to public TV stations 
a larger percentage of revenues-22 percent
than any other category of supporter. 

Public television originally was conceived 
as a voice of quality in what former FCC 
Chairman Newton Minow called "a vast 
wasteland." For the third of us who do not 
have or cannot afford cable, including many 
with the greatest need for educational pro
grams, broadcast television is even less dis
tinguished than it was then. 

For viewers with access to many channels, 
television may not be a wasteland, but it is 
a thick jungle of largely undistinguished 
programs. To be heard in a noisy jungle, one 
needs to have a distinctive voice. Public tel
evision has that voice. 

Personally, I have never felt that "non
commercial" is a good adjective to apply to 
public broadcasting. We raise most of our 
money from noncommercial sources, but an 
important part of our financing comes from 
corporate underwriting. And at least some of 
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a corporation's desire to identify itself on 
public television comes from what anyone 
would consider a commercial motivation. 

So what makes public broadcasting "pub
lic" ? Is it just a matter of degree? Is it just 
"less commercial" than other television? Is 
commercial television just " less public" be
cause it airs high-quality programs less 
often and interrupts them with commercials 
instead of running underwriter credits at be
ginning and end? 

I think the answer to this question, and 
the key to the purpose of public broadcast
ing, relates to the difference between a coun
try and a market. 

The geographic United States and its popu
lation are a market. So is every other place 
and people. But we are also-very impor
tantly for those of us who live here-a coun
try. I think we all understand the difference. 

A country is a body politic and a culture 
that, if successful, enables a people to make 
good collective decisions, express their pur
poses, share some common values, protect 
themselves, develop to their full potential, 
and enhance their lives. 

"Markets" are vigorous, challenging, flexi
ble and ultimately truthful. Their ability to 
learn, react and satisfy inspires admiration. 
But markets have no thoughts, values or 
higher purposes beyond their reflexive re
sponse to needs. Few people have knowingly 
fought or died for a market. 

A people needs to nurture those things 
that help it be a country. Common experi
ences, such as wars, elections, art, music, 
drama and sports events are examples of 
things that help us to be country-like. A 
common language and a common analogy 
base, rooted in knowledge of the shared his
tory and literature that define us, are criti
cal to our ability to discuss issues and make 
decisions as a body politic. 

We are not thrown into as much oral com
munication as we once were. Newspapers, 
town meetings, neighborhood bars and even 
schools have faded in quality or importance 
for this purpose. For good or ill, most Ameri
cans today rely on television as their prin
cipal source of information about their coun
try, other Americans and subcultures with 
which they have little contact. They also 
rely on television for knowledge of their 
leaders and potential leaders, for most of the 
theater and opera they will see, for too much 
of the American history and literature they 
will learn and for much of the information, 
education and individual expectations that 
help us work as a country. 

Only public television- non-market-driven 
television, excellence-driven television-has 
as its sole purpose the education and devel
opment of the American community. Public 
television's best programs such as The Civil 
War, MacNeil/Lehrer NewsHour, Sesame 
Street and Eyes on the Prize, exemplify its 
service commitment and raise the hurdle for 
our performance in the future. 

These lofty ambitions, and public TV's ac
ceptance of federal funds, are great respon
sibilities, with great obligations. Public tele
vision must never be "government" tele
vision. It must never sacrifice its quality or 
educational goals to build audience numbers. 
It must never become a service available 
only to those who can afford cable or direct 
satellite services. It must not narrow the 
breadth of opinion it expresses or of financial 
support it receives. It must not advocate, 
even by implication, positions on partisan 
political issues, and must be equally acces
sible to the broad spectrum of mainstream 
political views. It must always work hard to 
preserve the characteristics that made it 
"public." 

INTRODUCTION-PUBLIC TELEVISION AS AN 
IMPORTANT NATIONAL TREASURE 

Mr. President, I rise in support of S. 1504, 
legislation to reauthorize the Corporation 
for Public Broadcasting for fiscal years 1994-
96. 

Public broadcasting has been making sig
nificant contributions to our cultural life for 
decades. Public broadcasting is a national 
treasure, showcasing the best of American 
culture and history, providing a valuable 
source of entertainment and information, 
and filling a true need for educational pro
gramming on television. 

Public broadcasting helps fill the gaps that 
exist in our commercial broadcasting sys
tem, targeting audiences whose needs are 
not met by commercial broadcasters. 

Commercial television does not broadcast 
a wide variety of documentaries about our 
history and culture. Public television does 
give viewers access to that kind of program
ming. 

One of the areas where Americans have 
made the greatest cultural contributions is 
in music. Our popular music has spread 
around the world. That music grew out of 
the many varieties of American music-jazz, 
blues, bluegrass, etc.- that developed in dif
ferent regions · of our country. Those music 
forms remain vital today and the millions of 
Americans who enjoy them turn to our pub
lic radio stations for that type of program
ming. 

In the early 1970s, public television grew 
significantly. Programs that began in those 
years are still with us today and have made 
significant contributions to our culture. I 

. wonder how many of us have enjoyed Master
piece Theatre, NOVA, Frontline, Wall Street 
Week, or Washington Week in Review over 
the years or encouraged our children to 
watch Sesame Street. 

Sesame Street has had perhaps the great
est impact of any public television program. 
It is as much a part of the collective memory 
of a generation as any program offered on 
commercial television. Big Bird, the Cookie 
Monster, and the other residents of Sesame 
Street continue to teach and entertain our 
children today. 

That kind of educational programming is 
one of public broadcasting's greatest 
achievements and builds on the educational 
channels that our public television system 
spawned out of years ago. 

The near universal familiarity with Big 
Bird illustrates one of the most important 
reasons for a viable public broadcasting sys
tem. It can give us a common unifying expe
rience. 

This is particularly important today when 
we are seeing the development of a growing 
number of television channels that offer spe
cific types of programming. 

We are seeing a fragmentation of the tele
vision audience. The weakening dominance 
of the networks, the explosive growth of 
cable, and the increase in the number of tele
vision channels available to the average 
viewer have all helped divide the audience 
into a variety of market niches. 

Some argue that this means we no longer 
need a public television system, that viewers 
who want a type of programming offered on 
public television can now find a cable chan
nel that specializes in their area of interest. 

We have to recognize that we are losing 
something in this process. Like it or not, tel
evision is our primary source of information 
about what is happening in our country. We 
don't communicate through other media or 
common gatherings as we did in the past. If 
we fragment the television audience into a 

collection of market niches, we will lose one 
of the remaining common cultural bonds 
that help unite us. 

Public television helps us look at ourselves 
as one people, not a collection of groups with 
little in common but a shared geographic 
area. It does not exist to serve a market and 
does not face pressure to develop a niche to 
attract advertisers. Instead, it can focus on 
serving all of us. 

It's also available to all of us. Public tele
vision reaches 96 percent of the population. 
Not all of those people have, or can afford, 
the option of subscribing to cable to obtain 
access to programming unavailable through 
commercial broadcasters. 

Public television brings us programs like 
The Civil War or Eyes on the Prize that 
allow us to recall some of the events that 
have made us the country we are today. Pro
grams like those simply would not have the 
same impact if they were only available on a 
"history channel" which only a handful of 
viewers ever turn to. 

That's why it's important that we have a 
strong public television system even as al
ternative programming becomes available 
through niche channels. Public broadcasting 
stations will provide a greater variety of pro
gramming on one channel. Viewers who tune 
in for a historical documentary may be 
drawn to a cultural program that they would 
be unlikely to seek out on a separate chan
nel. 

It's important that we have channels that 
provide a wide variety of programming that 
appeals to Americans with very different 
tastes, backgrounds, and interests. Public 
television introduces viewers to elements of 
our culture and history that they might not 
otherwise be exposed to. It broadens our 
common understanding to our diverse coun
try and culture in a way that a package of 
niche channels can never match. 

Marshall Turner, the Chairman of the Cor
poration for Public Broadcasting, has writ
ten an article on the national role of public 
television that appears in this month's issue 
of Current, public television's magazine. I 
think it is a thoughtful piece and encourage 
Senators to read it. I ask unanimous consent 
that this article be included in the Record. 

EDUCATION 

I would like to turn to an area of long
standing interest to me; children's television 
and the important role television can play in 
education. 

We all know that the media is a powerful 
influence in our society. Parents, commenta
tors, educators, psychologists, law enforce
ment professionals, child care specialists, 
clergymen, and many others constantly 
decry the negative influence of the commer
cial media, especially television, on our 
youth and our culture in general. 

A recent report by the Carnegie Founda
tion for the Advancement of Teaching cited 
the corrosive effects of commercial tele
vision on very young children. 

Just last week, the American Psycho
logical Association released a report on the 
subject. The report argued poor viewing hab
its can lead to antisocial behavior, gender 
and racial stereotyping, and diminished aca
demic performance. 

While both of these organizations lament 
the influence of television in general, they 
hold out public television as an oasis of ex
cellence in the "vast wasteland." In fact 
both organizations call for increased funding 
of public television. 

Television is a unique medium that offers 
incredible opportunities to enrich the lives 
of America's children. Virtually every devel-
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oped country in the world devotes more re
sources than we do on educational television 
for children. 

Unfortunately, we don't make very good 
use of television's educational potential. If 
anything, we may have gone backwards. It's 
ironic that, in a very real sense, the more we 
know about the educational potential of tel
evision. the less we do to use it. 

Our commercial broadcasters often ignore 
the child audience or offer cartoon programs 
that are principally designed to promote 
toys to children. We can do better than this. 
Indeed, we must do better if we expect Amer
ica's youth to enjoy the same opportunities 
to learn from television as children from 
countries where television is used more wise
ly as an educational resource. 

I hope that the situation will soon im
prove. Last Congress, I worked closely with 
Senator Inouye and others to enact the Chil
dren's Television Act of 1990. This legislation 
should help bring more educational program
ming to commercial television in the future. 

But public broadcasting already does do 
better. Indeed, it's likely that more people 
know public broadcasting through children's 
shows such as Sesame Street, WonderWorks, 
Newton's Apple, and Degrassi Junior High 
than through any other programs. 

Public broadcasting's educational role, 
moreover, goes far beyond what most of us 
see on television or hear on the radio. 

Every school day, public television reaches 
27 million students; hundreds of thousands of 
working adults receive higher education 
through college courses distributed by public 
television; public television brings courses in 
Japanese and Russian. advanced placement 
math and science to rural and other under
served students across the country; public 
television will soon be training Head Start 
teachers in remote Alaskan villages, Indian 
reservations. and migrant labor populations 
via satellite. 

We can use the power of television to ex
pand preschool and K-12 education, improve 
teacher training, advance adult literacy, and 
build community partnerships to solve prob
lems. 

We've built the public telecommunications 
infrastructure to serve our country. We're 
just beginning to realize our potential to 
harness that infrastructure for education. 

We should be finding ways to develop that 
potential rather than tearing the system 
down because you don 't like a few hours of 
programming. 

It's true that cable television offers many 
valuable educational programs as well. But 
good programming is useless if viewers don't 
have access to it. And many more people 
have access to public television than to 
cable. 

In addition, cable viewers have to . pay for 
programming. The families that are least 
able to afford educational material and en
tertainment alternatives are the most likely 
to have children who spend the bulk of their 
free time watching television. They are also 
the least able to afford cable and the edu
cational programs offered by cable systems. 

These families and their children will only 
be able to benefit from television's edu
cational potential through broadcast tele
vision. Commercial broadcasters simply 
haven't done as good a job of providing edu
cational and children's programming as pub
lic broadcasters have done. It's important we 
keep a viable public television system in 
order to meet those needs. 

INDEPENDENCE 

The final theme I want to touch on is inde
pendence. Public television is independent, 

independent of government guidance and 
independent of advertiser guidance. 

That independence was very carefully pro
vided when the Corporation was established. 
The Corporation receives some federal funds 
but it is required to obtain other funds in 
order to support programming. It is not a 
part of the government and the vast major
ity of its funds-more than 80 percent-come 
from non-government sources. 

Public broadcast stations are themselves 
independent. The Public Broadcasting Sys
tem and National Public Radio are not um
brella organizations that control member 
stations. Rather they are owned by the sta
tions. 

The result is a system that is not depend
ent on any one funding source. Nobody's 
agenda drives programming. 

Public television is public television; the 
system is rooted in the fertile ground of its 
individual stations and the public that 
watches and supports them, not in an over
arching bureaucracy that develops program
ming from the top down. 

That's the way it should be. Television is a 
very powerful medium. We shouldn't allow 
the government of dictate the content of 
broadcasts, to determine what should be our 
official culture. 

The current system is a hybrid of public 
and private funding. The public funding pro
vides seed capital that stations use to lever
age additional private resources. In this way, 
the government encourages a system that of
fers significant public benefits yet avoids the 
pitfalls of official government broadcasting. 

We should remember that we support com
mercial broadcasting as well by providing 
spectrum free of charge. We impose some re
sponsibilities in exchange for that but we do 
not go so far as to dictate what broadcasters 
can or cannot say. We shouldn't go that far 
with public television either. 

I would think that conservatives who mis
trust government would be worried about 
government restrictions on programming, 
not advocating it. 

And yet, Mr. President, we find public 
broadcasting under attack today. Some of 
our colleagues are apparently unhappy with 
an hour here, a half hour there. They report
edly don't like that an independent producer 
would take a point of view they disagree 
with. 

These Senators are willing to drag public 
broadcasting through the mud because it 
won' t conform to their own views and opin
ions. 

Tearing down public broadcasting would be 
a tragic mistake. We have public broadcast
ing because the American people want public 
broadcasting. They know that public tele
vision and radio are positive influences on 
the quality of life in their communities. 

It's true that the current system may 
produce programming that some individuals 
will dislike; after all, you can't please every
one and if you try, you're likely to come up 
with something that pleases no one. 

Diversity is an important goal. And diver
sity means that we should expect to be able 
to find programs we like and programs we 
don't like when we turn on our TV or radio. 

It's legitimate to criticize such programs 
and to look at the quality and direction of 
public broadcasting as a whole. That kind of 
feedback can only help public broadcasters 
better serve the public. But I hardly think 
that we should move onto the slippery slope 
of government restriction of programming. 

Today, public broadcasting revenue from 
all federal sources is about 16 percent of the 
total. This means that matching funds from 

individuals, corporations and state and local 
governments are much higher than called for 
in earlier authorizing legislation. 

I think that's good because it means that 
public television is not official state tele
vision. We shouldn't move in that direction 
in response to a few isolated programs that 
are not popular. 

If we do move in that direction today 
what's the next step, disallow tax deductions 
for non-profit groups that we disapprove of 
because that is a form of indirect govern
ment support that leverages private support? 

If one of us were to offer such an amend
ment, many of those critical of public broad
casting today would hit the roof. And rightly 
so. 

However, they do want to tell a public 
broadcasting station that it cannot put 
money into a particular program because 
some of its funding comes from the govern
ment. 

The independence of CPB and its public/ 
private nature exists for a reason. Public 
broadcasting would not exist on the scale it 
does today without government support; but 
it would not serve the public nearly as well 
as it does today if we begin to subject it to 
government control. 

With the relatively small amount of fund
ing received each year, the public broadcast
ing community has done an excellent job of 
serving the American people. 

Despite this record, the Reagan Adminis
tration repeatedly sought to eliminate the 
Corporation for Public Broadcasting. 

I stood guard for six years as Chairman of 
the House Telecommunications Subcommit
tee against this effort. Many of those sup
porting the legislation today led the same 
fight on this side of the Capitol. 

I would hope we don't need to do so again. 
We will apparently have a number of 

amendments. We should debate them. But in 
the end, we should pass legislation that en
sures we will continue to have viable and vi
brant public television and radio.• 

AMEND THE ESA 
• Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, the En
dangered Species Act needs to be 
amended. In its current form, the En
dangered Species Act provides insuffi
cient balance between species and peo
ple. When species are listed, people, 
jobs, and communities no longer count. 
Decisions made to help recover species 
run roughshod over families and com
munities with no consideration for 
their wellbeing. That is what has hap
pened in the case of the spotted owl, 
where job losses are estimated to be 
from 40,000 to 100,000. This is Govern
ment run amok. 

We must amend the ESA to take peo
ple into consideration. I am not alone 
in this viewpoint. I recently contacted 
people in the areas most affected by 
these salom recovery actions and asked 
their opinion about the ESA. They 
overwhelmingly supported efforts to 
amend the Endangered Species Act. 
These people are very worried about 
what this act will mean for their fu
ture. And they feel helpless to do any
thing about it. 

A government that they have been 
raised to honor and respect is now tell
ing them that they don' t matter, that 
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the only thing that matters is protect
ing endangered species and subspecies. 
These people want to protect species 
just as much as anyone else. But they 
want to protect their families and their 
way of life as well. 

It is imperative that we amend the 
Endangered Species Act to take fami
lies and communities into consider
ation and provide some balance to a 
process that is out of control.• 

THE SCIENCE 60 PRUNE BOOK 
• Mr. GORE. Mr. President, as chair of 
the Commerce Committee's Science 
Subcommittee, and as a Senator who is 
deeply concerned about America's abil
ity to address the compelling scientific 
and technical challenges that face us, I 
commend to my colleagues in the Sen
ate and to anyone interested in Gov
ernment excellence, an importa~t new 
book entitled, "The Prune Book: The 
60 Toughest Science and Technology 
Jobs in Washington." 

The "Science 60 Prune Book" looks 
at what it takes to fill 62 high level, 
mostly presidentially appointed Fed
eral S&T positions-everything from 
the assistant to the President for 
Science and Technology, to Director of 
the National Institutes of Health, to 
the chiefs of the Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission. The book examines the 
range of responsibilities of the job 
holders, the policy issues they face, the 
management problems they must grap
ple with, and the personal credentials 
they need to be most successful. 

I am certain that this book will be of 
great value to those concerned with 
nominating the best people to fill these 
jobs. I also recommend the Prune Book 
to journalists, teachers, and members 
of the national science and technology 
community who seek insight into the 
Government's place and role in science 
and technology. 

I applaud the Council for Excellence 
in Government for its recognition that 
superior science and technology leader
ship is a critical contributor to effec
tive Government. I trust that future 
Prune Book volumes will turn an 
equally comprehensive eye on other 
areas of concern to those of us charged 
with appointing and confirming the 
most highly qualified leaders to fill 
key Government posts.• 

IN RECOGNITION OF POWAY HIGH 
SCHOOL 

• Mr. SEYMOUR. Mr. President, I rise 
today in recognition of Poway High 
School and the faculty, staff, students, 
and parents upon achieving excellence 
in education. 

Last year, Poway High School was 1 
of 222 schools nationwide to receive the 
1991 National Secondary School Rec
ognition Award. The Poway Unified 
School District was the only district in 
the Nation with three schools so hon-

ored. With only an enrollment of just 
under 25,000, the district received as 
many awards as all of Los Angeles 
County whose enrollment is 1.37 mil
lion. 

The remarkable achievements of 
Poway High School have come about 
through a remarkable system of man
agement, which keeps the decision
making process with the principal, 
teachers, and staff. By keeping the 
process at the schoolsite, with the in
volvement of parents and the commu
nity, rather than in the hands of a far
off bureaucracy, Poway High School 
has been able to direct resources where 
they will most benefit the students. 

The results of this management sys
tem are clear. Poway High School fea
tures new technology labs, a television 
studio/classroom as well as a small ani
mal care facility, which is the first of 
its kind to be built in California. Of 
course, Poway High School's more tra
ditional curriculum of mathematics, 
history, English and foreign languages 
are, in terms of quality, second to 
none. 

Free strategies, flexibility, and re
form are the key to achieving excel
lence in education. Poway High School 
stands as a sterling example · of 
achievement. 

More than 70 percent of Poway's 
graduates go on to college, many of 
which are accepted at the best univer
sities in the Nation. Simply put, when 
a parent sends their child off to Poway 
High School, they can take great com
fort in knowing of the tremendous edu
cational opportunities that will be 
available to them. 

Mr. President, I ask my colleagues to 
join me in commending Poway High 
School for achieving excellence in edu
cation and to offer our best wishes for 
continued success in their future en
deavors.• 

OPPOSE S. 906 
• Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I re
cently contacted constituents in my 
home State to get their opinion on S. 
906. This bill would allow State and 
local governments to borrow money 
from the Social Security trust fund for 
projects in their area. I felt this bill 
was a bad idea but thought it was im
portant to see how my constituents 
felt. By a~ overwhelming margin the 
people who wrote me back felt it would 
be dangerous and ill advised to loan So
cial Security trust funds to State and 
local governments. I agree with them 
and would like to take this oppor
tunity to voice their strong opposition 
to this bill. It is a bad idea and I will 
vote against it if it reaches the Senate 
floor. 

America's seniors are very worried 
about the solvency of the Social Secu
rity trust fund. They see record Fed
eral deficits year after year and are 
very concerned that those deficits will 

jeopardize the solvency of the trust 
fund. We must do everything we can to 
ensure that the trust fund remains sol
vent and available for our seniors who 
have spent a lifetime paying into the 
System. I believe S. 906 poses an unnec
essary threat to America's seniors and 
I will oppose the bill with all my ef
forts.• 

M-1A1 UPGRADES 
• Mr. D' AMATO. Mr. President, I am 
deeply suspicious of a report in the 
trade press concerning M-1A1 upgrades. 
If accurate, we have come full circle in 
the struggle to preserve the tank in
dustrial base. 

Two years ago, when new tank pro
duction was slated for cancellation and 
upgrade proposals first began to sur
face, the tank building community 
found itself very much at cross pur
poses. Aware that the M-1A2, then in 
development, promised the greatest 
profit per tank, the prime contractor 
promoted a plan for upgrading M-1A1's 
to the M-1A2 configuration. This plan 
neatly eliminated the backbone of the 
tank industrial base from participation 
in the modification program, and 
pooled benefits in the hands of the 
prime and a few electronics manufac
turers producing black boxes more 
commonly found in aircraft cockpits. 

The rest of the tank industrial base, 
centered around the depots and arse
nals, developed an M-1 to M-1A1 up
grade that had the virtue of addressing 
some of the known deficiencies of early 
M-l's, such as an inadequate main gun 
and insufficient armor protection, at 
considerably less than cost than the M-
1A1 to M-1A2 plan. In the eyes of many, 
it was a debate over gold-plating versus 
modernizing the force. 

After a wrangle of rare intensity, ad
vocates of maintaining the tank indus
trial base compromised. The M-1 was 
accepted at the starting point for any 
upgrade program; however, on the 
question of the end point, the author
izers and appropriators agreed to dis
agree. The authorizers supported an M-
1 and M-1A2 modification plan. The ap-

-propriators, noting the rapidly declin
ing Army procurement budget and the 
high price and uncertain benefits of the 
M-1A2, chose the significantly less 
costly M-1 to M-1A1 option. 

The Development of Defense, taking 
advantage of the confusion, refused to 
spend the money. 

In the interim, U.S. forces were sent 
to the Persian Gulf. It was not lost on 
congressional observers that the Army 
traded M-1 tanks for M-1Al's prior to 
the initiation of Desert Storm, and 
that Iraq's Soviet-built tanks were de
cisively outmatched by the M-1A1 in 
every important category. This, com
bined with the dissolution of the Soviet 
Union, eased pressure to pace what was 
revealed to be wildly exaggerated esti
mates of the capability of Soviet armor 
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and the rate of its armor moderniza

. tion program. 
Desert Storm aside, the prime con

tractor, still seeking maximum profit, 
stepped up its efforts to ram a M-1A2 
upgrade through Congress last year. 
The Army, of mixed mind on tanks, al
lowed the contractor to formulate pol
icy on Capitol Hill. By year's end, to 
avoid Pentagon exploitation of con
gressional disagreement, M-lAl cham
pions bowed to those favoring M-1A2 to 
form a united front. 

The cost of the M-1A2, by now exor
bitant as compared to the Army's allo
cation of procurement dollars, provided 
a convenient excuse for the Pentagon 
to again refuse to spend the money. 

This year, faced between the choice 
of upgrading tanks or funding the rest 
of the weapons and tracked combat ve
hicles account, the Army understand
ably chose not to pursue a tank up
grade program. The Senate Appropria
tions Committee, bowing to the inevi
table, has offered these funds up for re
scission. 

Now I read that the Army is develop
ing a modest plan to digitize M-lAl's. 
This is nothing more than a Trojan 
horse, a means of funding of a M-lAl to 
M-1A2 upgrade. Some smart briefer in 
the Army, or, more likely, with the 
prime contractor, has simply carved up 
the M-1A2 into its constituent parts, to 
be funded incrementally. Mr. Presi
dent, I am not fooled, and the Amer
ican public should not be fooled, either. 
The proposed installation of a data bus 
is little more than a pricey bailout 
that fattens the prime contractor while 
allowing the core elements of the in
dustrial base that has produced tanks 
in this country for most of this century 
to wither away. As a data bus is useless 
without black boxes, digitizing the M
lAl would create a sweet little product 
improvement market for electronics 
firms. Meanwhile, thousands of older 
M-l's, most destined for National 
Guard units, will remain unable to 
match even the current threat. Argu
ably, this is a subtle way of keeping 
Guard combat arms units out of any 
future frays. 

Congress must not allow this to hap
pen. The contractor tail has wagged 
the Government dog for far too long. If 
modernization is essential, if the indus
trial base is worth saving, then the 
Army must say so, fully fund its initia
tives in the out years, justify its esti
mates, and withstand the scrutiny of 
congressional skeptics. Anything less 
betrays both our men and women in 
uniform and the taxpayer. 

I ask that the "Inside the Army" ar
ticle entitled, "Stone Lining Up Behind 
$200 Million Program for Limited Up
grades to M-lAl" be printed in the 
RECORD immediately after my re
marks. 

The article follows: 

STONE LINING UP BEHIND $200 MILLION 
PROGRAM FOR LIMITED UPGRADES TO MlAl 
Army Secretary Michael Stone is lining up 

behind the idea of a $200 million a year pro
gram for limited upgrades to the MlAl tank, 
according to Pentagon sources. While the 
idea of a limited program to upgrade tanks 
has been discussed for some time in the 
Army, it has been resisted by the acquisition 
side of the service, where officials have ar
gued that a full conversion of Ml tanks to 
M1A2s would yield a better buy for the 
money. But, given the fact that the Army 
has so far failed to come up with the money 
for a full Ml to M1A2 upgrade program, and 
hasn't been able to sell such a program to 
the Office of the Secretary of Defense, the 
idea of limited improvements to the MlAl 
reportedly has been gaining ground lately. 
However, sources say that, before the Army 
submits such a program as part of its FY-94 
to FY-99 program objective memorandum, 
service officials will want some kind of firm 
indication from Defense Secretary Dick Che
ney and Deputy Defense Secretary Donald 
Atwood that they would approve the plan. 

Sources say that there is growing consen
sus between acquisition officials and Army 
staff officials under the Deputy Chief of Staff 
for Operations and Plans that the limited up
grade plan makes sense. As one source puts 
it, the Army is asking, "what smart things 
can you do at a lower level so that [we] don't 
fall behind" other countries in terms of tank 
capability. 

The improved MlAl tank will carry a new 
data bus, one of the central features of the 
M1A2 tank, according to a number of Penta
gon sources. They say that this will give the 
tank digital capability which will allow elec
tronics and computer systems to be 
"plugged" into the tank in the future. Pro
ponents of the new data bus say that it will 
allow the tank to make use of advanced 
night vision, communications and elec
tronics capabilities. As one source puts it, 
"the data bus is essential to preserve options 
for the future." 

Putting a digital turret on a tank is a com
plex business and it would probably have to 
be done by industry. This is a selling point 
with Army Acquisition Executive Stephen 
Conver is that it will send work in the direc
tion of Army contractors. Conver has con
sistently voiced his concerns about the in
dustrial base issue. He has fought hard for 
the full Ml to M1A2 upgrade, but sources say 
he will settle for the limited plan-for the 
moment. 

Some sources say that other tank improve
ments under consideration might be split up 
between Army depots and contractors. It is 
not clear what work would be done at the de
pots. A new commanders independent ther
mal viewer has been one feature that many 
in the Army say an improved tank should 
have. But it is not clear if the CITV would be 
included in the improved MlAl. 

In the initial stages of the proposed pro
gram, not all of the Army's MlAl tanks will 
be improved, according to one Pentagon 
source. This source explains that the Army 
may start off with a modest program and 
work its way up. As part of a more robust ef
fort, the older Ml tanks may be upgraded to 
the MlAl configuration. 

The reasoning behind targeting the MlAls 
for improvement before the Mls, fs that the 
MlAls are the first to fight. Sources explain 
that the Army wants its first-line tanks to 
be the most advanced. 

Sources say that the service is still work
ing out the details of program that everyone 
can agree on.• 

SENATOR PAUL DOUGLAS OF 
ILLINOIS 

• Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, just a 
handful of our colleagues (Senators 
INOUYE, KENNEDY, BURDICK, BYRD, 
PELL, and THURMOND) here today 
served with Senator Paul Douglas of 
my State a quarter of a century ago. 

I am certain each could tell you what 
a fine Senator and human being he 
was. In my weekly column, I have paid 
tribute to "the people's Senator," Sen
ator Paul Douglas of Illinois, who 
would have recently celebrated his 
lOOth birthday. 

I ask this column be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The column follows: 
PAUL DOUGLAS OF ILLINOIS: "THE PEOPLE'S 

SENATOR" 
We have recently-on March 26th-cele

brated the lOOth anniversary of the birth of 
one of the greatest senators in the history of 
our state, and certainly one of the finest sen
ators of this century for the nation: Paul 
Douglas. 

Colleagues, staff, family and friends of 
Paul Douglas celebrated this anniversary in 
Washington with a centennial dinner com
memorating his life. Creation of the annual 
Paul H. Douglas Ethics in Government 
Award, to be administered by the University 
of illinois, was announced at the dinner. The 
award will be given nationally to an elected 
or appointed government official, or a civil 
servant, or a writer, who has made a signifi
cant contribution to ethics in government. 

Paul Douglas was born in New England, 
and his mother died of tuberculosis when he 
was four. His father was an alcoholic but had 
the good sense to marry a marvelous woman, 
Florence Young, before he abandoned the 
family. Paul Douglas's stepmother became 
his inspiration. · 

She taught Paul and a few others in a 
small, one-room school in the tiny village of 
Onawa, Maine. Our family visited Onawa one 
time, spending a weekend learning more 
about Paul Douglas's roots. There you get a 
sense of the great struggle he had when you 
see the tiny village where he lived in a log 
cabin. 

He went 40 miles away to high school, 
doing odd jobs to pay his room and board. 
Eventually he became a professor of econom
ics at the University of Chicago and one of 
the nation's most renowned economists. 

Paul Douglas was elected to the Chicago 
City Council and became, many times, the 
lone vote of opposition. Frequently, the 
votes were 49-1. At age 50 during World War 
II, he convinced the Marines to waive their 
requirements, and he enlisted as a private. 
He served in the Pacific and was badly 
wounded, losing the use of his left arm. 

His wife, Emily Taft Douglas, was elected 
to the U.S. House of Representatives while 
Paul was in the service, and she served one 
term. 

In 1948, the team of Paul Douglas for sen
ator and Adlai Stevenson for governor scored 
an upset victory, and both started their sig
nificant contributions to the nation. 

Paul Douglas, before coming to the Senate, 
had already helped draft the Social Security 
laws, and in the Senate headed the efforts for 
civil rights laws, truth-in-lending (giving 
you notification of the interest rate you are 
charged on a loan), minimum wage laws, en
vironmental laws and a host of other major 
initiatives. 



10242 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE May 5, 1992 
What identified his record most were his 

persistent efforts for those who are power
less, for the least fortunate in our society. 

Some people who succeed forget those who 
will struggle. They forget that the helping 
hand of some, plus some good breaks, plus 
hard work, got them where they are. They 
are indifferent, sometimes even hostile, to 
those who are still at the bottom economi
cally. 

Paul Douglas never forgot the struggle of 
his stepmother and others who had a hard 
time getting food and clothing. 

lllinois and the nation were fortunate to 
have his services.• 

McDONNELL PUTS C-17 OVERRUN 
AT $790 MILLION 

• Mr. D'AMATO. Mr. President, it has 
been long in coming, but McDonnell 
Douglas has finally confessed to an 
overrun on the C-17, but only $790 mil
lion. That is a far cry better than the 
$850 million the Air Force continues to 
assert is the correct figure, which, in 
turn, is lower than some of the esti
mates bruited through the Office of the 
Secretary of Defense. 

I ask that the full text of the Los An
geles Times article: "McDonnell Puts 
Jet Cost Overrun at $790 Million," be 
printed in the RECORD immediately 
after my remarks. 

To put this overrun in perspective, 
the Army's weapons and combat 
tracked vehicles-tanks, armored per
sonnel carriers, howitzers, et cetera
total request for 1993 is $623 million. 

The article follows: 
[From the Los Angeles Times, Apr. 24, 1992] 
MCDONNELL PUTS JET COST OVERRUN AT $790 

MILLION 
(By Ralph Vartabedian) 

After denying for nearly two years that its 
C-17 cargo jet program was headed for a big 
cost overrun, as the Air Force was predict
ing, McDonnell Douglas acknowledged 
Thursday that the program will end up about 
$790 million over its contract ceiling. 

The important revision in the cost esti
mate-representing about 3% of the value of 
the contract to develop the C-17 and produce 
the first six aircraft-came on the heels of an 
sao-million write-off against the cargo jet 
program, disclosed Wednesday in the firm's 
first-quarter results. 

Until Thursday's cost revision, McDonnell 
was projecting that it would break even on 
the C-17 contract and that the cost overrun 
would amount to about $350 million-most of 
which it planned to recover by filling claims 
it expected the Air Force to pay. 

Although the C-17 costs have risen relent
lessly over the past several years-amid 
technical problems, production line snafus 
and a disruptive management reorganiza
tion-it now appears that the price tag has 
been stabilized and that huge additional 
overruns are unlikely, according to company 
executives, Air Force officials and securities 
analysts. 

David 0. Swain, McDonnell's C-17 program 
manager, said he was "unhappy" about the 
excess cost, which the company must bear. 

Swain blamed the higher costs on plant 
disruptions caused by layoffs, addi tiona! en
gineering required on the aircraft, higher 
supplier prices and lack of investments need
ed to improve quality. He also cited the cost 

of fixing fuel leaks on the first C-17 test 
craft, which have caused the Air Force to 
ground the plane three times since Oct. 31. 

But Swain said that 92% of the contract 
has been completed and that he was "quite 
confident" of the current cost projections. 

"We are awfully close to topping out," 
Brig. Gen. Kenneth Miller said in a recent 
interview. Miller said that while McDonnell 
was making progress in its productivity on 
the C-17 program, it was not rapid enough to 
escape a big cost overrun on the contract. 

Air Force spokesman Capt. George Sillia 
said Thursday that the service had examined 
claims submitted by McDonnell and "found 
them to be without merit." McDonnell has 
made hundreds of millions of dollars' worth 
of claims on the C-17, and said it expects to 
recover about $200 million from the Air 
Force. · 

McDonnell Douglas stock fell 1.875, to 
59.25, in trading Thursday on the New York 
Stock Exchange. 

"They have an embarrassing situation," 
Prudential Securities analyst Paul Nisbet 
said. "Their estimates were wrong .... They 
have had some sloppy management, that is 
what it is. It makes them look like they are 
devious, but they are not at all. They are 
just sloppy. They are cleaning it up." 

McDonnell's contract to develop the C-17 
and build the first six planes has a ceiling of 
$6.6 billion. On Thursday, the firm said it es
timated the ultimate cost at $7.39 billion, for 
a cost overrun of $790 million. The Air Force 
still projects a slightly higher overrun of 
$850 million. 

For accounting purposes, McDonnell has 
pooled all its C-17 contracts in the hope that 
profit from the most recent production con
tract will offset some of the $790-million cost 
overrun. That is why it wrote off only $80 
million against the program in its quarterly 
report earlier this week.• 

EXECUTIONS WILL NOT REDUCE 
CRIME RATE 

• Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, the re
cent execution in California of Robert 
Harris simply underscores, once again, 
the senselessness of this process 
through which we execute others and 
brutalize our society. Only a few West
ern industrialized countries still have 
the death penalty. Among the major 
industrial nations of the world, only 
the United States, China, Russia, and 
South Africa retain the death penalty. 

There is no evidence that the death 
penalty is a deterrent to murder. The 
statistical evidence would even indi
cate to the contrary, though I also be
lieve that is flawed. 

What we know beyond dispute is that 
if you have enough money to hire the 
best attorneys, you do not get the 
death penalty. The death penalty is 
one we reserve for people of modest 
means. It is the one penalty for which 
society has no way of expressing its re
grets if later it is discovered that a 
mistake has been made. 

One of my favorite columnists, as 
some of my colleagues know, is Carl 
Rowan. I suppose one of the reasons 
any of us like a particular columnist is 
that we agree with him or her though 
some with whom I find myself in fre
quent disagreement I still read regu-

larly and with approval of their jour
nalistic efforts, if not their views. 

Carl Rowan has written a column on 
this subject that makes eminent good 
sense. Among other things, he says: "It 
ought to say something to thinking 
Americans that even as our numbers of 
executions climb, the homicide rate 
soars." I ask that the Carl Rowan col
umn be printed in the RECORD. 

The column follows: 
EXECUTIONS WON'T REDUCE CRIME RATE 

(By Carl T. Rowan) 
The case of the long-delayed gas chamber . 

murderer Robert Alton Harris in San Fran- I 
cisco is jut another 'bit of dismaying evi- ' 
dence of the extent to which fear of crime 
has warped the American mindset. 

After 25 years of resisting the death pen
alty, California have joined other Americans 
in the belief that use of the gas chamber or 
the electric chair will deter people from 
committing the kinds of grotesque crimes 
that Harris carried out against two teenage 
boys in 1978. 

It ought to say something to thinking 
Americans that even as our numbers of exe
cutions climb, the homicide rate soars. 

It is clear beyond debate that the death 
penalty is no deterrent to any violent crime. 
The statistics make it more than plausible 
that states carrying out executions are only 
adding to the spirit of violence, to the ramp
ant disregard for human life. 

Despite the admonition in Romans 12:19 
that "Vengeance is mine; I will repay, saith 
the Lord," this society and its Supreme 
Court have adopted a policy that says venge
ance belongs to the relatives of crime vic
tims. 

Not just white leaders, but black mayors 
and cops, wallow in the illusion that they 
can stop black crime by locking up more and 
more young black men. In Washington, D.C., 
a predominantly black city with a black 
mayor and a black police chief, four out of 
every 10 young black males who are impris
oned is greater than the rate of South Afri
ca. 

A draconian spirit of mind and heart has 
taken over in America. Health care for the 
poorest families is virtually ignored. George 
Bush jokes mordantly when he calls himself 
the "education president." Welfare children 
are the subjects of brutal, mindless, heart
less bashing. Yet the White House, the Pen
tagon and others continue to demand an ab
surdly high level of spending for arms on 
grounds that somewhere out there America 
has a scary foe to replace the Soviet Union. 

We are cursed by rampant use of illicit 
drugs in this society, and our current gov
ernment wants to delude us into believing 
that it is solving this problem by kidnapping 
foreigners, as in the case of Panama's 
Manuel Noriega, and putting them on trial 
in the United ~tates. Who notices that Pro
fessor Mark ~leiman of Harvard University 
has just r~P, rted to the U.S. office of Na
tional Dru Control Policy that heroin use 
in this co ntry has reached "pre-epidemic 
stage" and could soon overtake cocaine as 
America's destructive drug of choice? 

Despite the new spirit of vengeance, the 
embrace of state executions, the almost 
mindless resort to jailings, the Justice De
partment tells us that 2,612,150 violent 
crimes were committed in 1991, up 7.9 per
cent from 1990; and that there were 207,610 
rapes and attempted rapes in 1991, up 59 per
cent from the previous year. 

With all of its fear-inspired budget in
creases, and its assaults on personal liberties 
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having failed, the FBI offers us a new "solu
tion" to the crime problem. It wants a law 
making it possible for FBI agents to use 
high-tech, sophisticated equipment to tap 
the telephones of just about anybody. 

When will we find leaders who will tell 
Americans the truth: that letting Harris suf
fer six to 12 minutes before he died from poi
sonous gas in California, or increased use of 
the electric chair, or wiretaps, will not re
duce crime? 

Only those with the "bully pulpit" of the 
presidency, or of governor's mansions, can 
deliver Americans from the nation-destroy
ing notion that state-ordered violence is the 
antidote to gruesome criminal behavior by 
Americans who are full of resentment and 
rage.• 

LITERACY IN AFRICA 
• Mr. SIMON. Mr. President, as my 
colleagues in the Senate know, I have 
pushed hard to improve literacy in the 
United States, and we still have a long 
way to go to get anywhere near where 
we should be. 

I chair the African Affairs Sub
committee, which has responsibility 
for sub-Sahara Africa. 

Recently, I received a report on lit
eracy rates in African countries, and 
they are disheartening. Its estimates 
come from the U.S. Agency for Inter
national Development [AID]. 

What is particularly disheartening is 
the disparity between literacy oppor
tunity for men and women. 

This is even true for an enlightened 
country like Botswana, which has a 
surprisingly low literacy rate. I am 
confident the Government of Botswana 
must be working on this problem, and 
I am directing a letter to the United 
States Ambassador there to get infor
mation about that. But in Botswana, 
for example, if the figures are correct, 
the overall literacy rate is 23 percent, 
for men 32 percent, and for women 16 
percent. That means the literacy rate 
for women is exactly half of what it is 
for men, and there are many countries 
where the figures are also startling. In 
Angola, it is 56 percent for men and 28 
percent for women; Burkina, 28 percent 
for men and nine percent for women; 
Burundi, 61 percent for men and 40 per
cent for women; the Central African 
Republic, 33 percent for men and 15 per
cent for women; Chad, it is 42 percent 
for men and 18 percent for women; 
Congo, 70 percent for men and 44 per
cent for women; Djibouti, 63 percent 
for men and 34 percent for women; 
Gabon, 74 percent for men and 48 per
cent for women; Gambia, 39 percent for 
men and 16 percent for women; Guinea, 
35 percent for men and 13 percent for 
women; Guinea-Bissau, 50 percent for 
men and 24 percent for women; Malawi , 
34 percent for men and 12 percent for 
women; Mauritania, 47 percent for men 
and 21 percent for women; Niger, 62 
percent for men and 40 percent for 
women; Rwanda, 64 percent for men 
and 37 percent for women; Sao Tome, 73 
percent for men and 42 percent for 

women; Senegal, 52 percent for men 
and 25 percent for women; Tanzania, 62 
percent for men and 31 percent for 
women; and, Uganda, 62 percent for 
men and 35 percent for women. 

Some countries do appreciably bet
ter. In Zimbabwe, there is a 67 percent 
literacy rate, one of the highest in Af
rica-74 percent for men and 60 percent 
for women. That still leaves great 
room for progress, but it is much above 
average for Africa. South Africa, for all 
the deficiencies of apartheid-and 
there are many- shows that it has the 
base for turning things around if they 
can finally get rid of all the vestiges of 
apartheid. In South Africa, the overall 
literacy rate is 76 percent, with a · 78 
percent rate for men and 75 percent for 
women. In Swaziland, it is 57 percent 
for men and 54 percent for women. One 
of the more amazing statistics is Leso
tho where it is 44 percent for men and 
68 percent for women. There may be an 
error in those figures because it runs so 
contrary to the general pattern. 

I ask that the totals that are 1990 es
timates, based on those who are 15 
years old and over, who can both read 
and write, be printed in the RECORD. 

The table follows: 

LITERACY IN AFRICA 

Percent-
Country 

Total Men Women 

Angola .. ....... .. 
Botswana .. .. ... ............. .. ................................... . 
Burkina ............................................................. . 
Burundi ............................................................. . 
Cape Verde .............................. .... .. 
Central African Republic ...... .. ......................... . 
Chad ..... ..... ... .. ................................ .. ... . 
Comoros .. .. ............................................ .......... .. 
Congo ................................................. .............. . 
Djibouti ................................ ............................. . 
Equatorial Guinea ........ .................................... . 
Ethiopia ................. ... ........ ...... .......................... . 
Gabon .............................. ....... ................. ......... . 
Gambia .................. ............. .... ......... ... ............. .. 
Guinea .... ....................... ........ ........... .... ... ......... . 
Guinea-Bissau ........................ ... . 
lesotho ..................................... . 
liberia ..... .. ... .. ... .. ............................................. . 
Malawi .............................................................. . 
Mauritania ..................... . ............................. .. . . 
Mauritius ........................................................ . 
Mozambique ......... .. ............................ . 
Namibia ................ . .... ......................... .. 
Niger ........................ .. ....................... ................ . 
Rwanda .................................. ..................... . 
Sao Tome ... .. ... ........... ......................... . 
Senegal .. ..... .. ............... .. .............................. . 
Seychelles ..... .... ... ... ....... ................................... . 
Sierra leone ..... ... ..... ..... ... .. .... . 
Somalia 
South Africa 
Swaziland ...... . 
Tanzania ........ . 
Uganda ............................................................. . 
Zimbabwe ................................... ...................... . 

42 
23 
18 
50 
66 
27 
30 
48 
57 
48 
50 
62 
61 
27 
24 
36 
59 
40 
22 
34 
61 
33 
38 
51 
50 
57 
38 
58 
21 
24 
76 
55 
46 
48 
67 

Note.-15 and over can read and writ~l990 estimates. 
Source: UNDP Human Development report.• 

56 
32 
28 
61 
NA 
33 
42 
56 
70 
63 
64 
NA 
74 
39 
35 
50 
44 
50 
34 
47 
72 
45 
45 
62 
64 
73 
52 
56 
31 
36 
78 
57 
62 
62 
74 

28 
15 
9 

40 
NA 
15 
18 
40 
44 
34 
37 
NA 
48 
16 
13 
24 
68 
29 
12 
21 
50 
31 
31 
40 
37 
42 
25 
60 
11 
14 
75 
54 
31 
35 
60 

SENATE QUARTERLY MAIL COSTS 
• Mr. FORD. Mr. President, in accord
ance with section 318 of Public Law 
101- 520, I am submitting the summary 
tabulations of Senate mass mail costs 
for the second quarter of fiscal year 
1992, that is the period of January 1, 
1992, through March 31, 1992, to be 
printed in the RECORD, along with the 
quarterly statement from the U.S. 
Postal Service setting forth the Sen-

ate's total postage costs for the quar
ter. 

The material follows: 

SENATE QUARTERLY MASS MAIL VOLUMES AND COSTS 
FOR THE QUARTER ENDIN~ 03/31/92 

Senators 

Adams ................... .. 
Akaka ................... .. . 
Baucus .................. .. 
Bentsen .................. . 
Bid en 
Bingaman . 
Bond .. .................... . 
Boren ..................... . 
Bradley ......... ........ .. . 
Breaux ............. .. ... . .. 
Brown .................... .. 
Bryan .................... .. 
Bumpers ............... .. 
Burdick 
Burns ................... .. 
Byrd 
Chafee .................. .. 
Coats 
Cochran 
Cohen ..................... . 
Conrad ................... . 
Craig ............ .......... . 
Cranston 
D'Amato ................ .. 
Danforth ................ .. 
Oaschle .. .... ............ . 
DeConcini ............... . 
Dixon .......... .. 
Dodd 
Dole ........................ . 
Domenici .. .............. . 
Durenberger .......... . 
Exon ..................... .. . 
Ford ........................ . 
Fowler 
Garn .................. .. .. .. 
Glenn 
Gore ....................... . 
Gorton 
Graham ................. .. 
Gramm ................ .. .. 
Grassley .. ............... . 
Harkin .... ............ .. .. . 
Hatch ..................... . 
Hatfield ................ .. . 
Heflin ................... .. . 
Helms .... .. .. .. 
Hollings .................. . 
Inouye .................... . 
Jeffords ........ .......... . 
Johnston ................ .. 
Kassebaum .. ......... .. 
Kasten .................... . 
Kennedy .. ..... .......... . 
Kerrey .. .. 
Kerry .. .......... . 
Kohl .. .. 
Laufenberg .. 
Leahy ...... . 
Levin ...................... . 
Lieberman ......... .. .. .. 
Lott ........................ . 
Lugar ..................... . 
Mack ..................... . 
McCain .. ................. . 
McConnell ............. .. 
Metzenbaum .......... . 
Mikulski .. ............... . 
Mitchell .. .. ............. .. 
Moynihan .. ............ . 
Murkowski ............. .. 
Nickles ................... . 
Nunn ................... ... . 
Packwood .......... . 
Pell .............. .. 
Pressler ........ . 
Pryor ................ . 
Reid 
Riegle ...... .. ............. . 
Robb 
Rockefeller ........... . 
Roth ....................... . 
Rudman ................ .. 
Sanford 
Sarbanes ................ . 
Sasser .............. ... .. .. 
Seymour ................. . 
Shelby ........... ......... . 
Simon ..................... . 
Simpson .... ............. . 
Smith ............. . 
Specter ...... .. 
Stevens .. . 
Symms ........ . 
Thurmond .... . 
Wallop ........ . 
Warner 
Wells tone 

Original 
total 

pieces 

566,911 
0 

2,431 
3,114,420 

0 
9,500 

142,350 
0 

171,050 
511 ,050 
192,250 
110,802 
83,237 

0 
76,190 

0 
118,500 

0 
1,950 

57,510 
195,200 
21,180 

1.493,850 
0 
0 

76,920 
22,200 

425,350 
20,780 

0 
5,600 

186,375 
0 

681 
372,464 

0 
0 

44,450 
22,800 

0 
1,698,890 

34,825 
0 
0 
0 

2,700 
0 
0 
0 

256,200 
233,480 

0 
429,243 

0 
0 
0 
0 

1,797 
12,600 
2,000 

340,267 
481 ,250 
185,650 
198,130 
42,641 

0 
0 
0 

61 ,500 
1,490,950 

252,300 
145,650 

0 
293,698 
435,000 
311 ,412 
464,818 

2,064 
19,769 

0 
92,530 

299,500 
0 
0 

69,150 
112,200 

3,204,527 
1,080,000 

4,143 
99,200 

0 
0 
0 

4,560 
0 

3,825 
0 

73,400 

Pieces 
per cap

ita 

0.11649 
0 
.00304 
.18335 

0 
.00627 
.02782 

0 
.02213 
.12110 
.05836 
.09219 
.03541 

0 
.09535 

0 
.11809 

0 
.00076 
.04683 
.30557 
.02104 
.05020 

0 
0 
.11052 
.00606 
.03721 
.00632 

0 
.00370 
.04260 

0 
.00018 
.05749 

0 
0 
.00911 
.00468 

0 
.10001 
.01254 

0 
0 
0 
.00067 

0 
0 
0 
.45526 
.05533 

0 
.08775 

0 
0 
0 
0 
.00023 
.02239 
.00022 
.10352 
.18702 
.03349 
.01531 
.01163 

0 
0 
0 
.05008 
.08287 
.45869 
.04630 

0 
.10333 
.43350 
.44743 
.19773 
.00172 
.00213 

0 
.05159 
.44959 

0 
0 

.01446 

0 
0 
0 

.02301 

.10768 

.26729 

.00036 

.21870 

.00453 
0 
.00843 

0 
.01678 

Original total 
cost 

$104,688.06 
0 

1,982.40 
521 ,928.89 

0 
1.743.03 

20,590.86 
0 

24,338.67 
88,423.07 
33,425.80 
18,477.63 
15,392.14 

0 
13,589.87 

0 
17,485.74 

0 
416.95 

11,330.72 
27,833.06 
3,104.89 

255,274.72 
0 
0 

11,583.26 
3,047.45 

80,849.74 
15,036.15 

0 
1,106.70 

28,977.71 
0 

219.95 
58,172.82 

0 
0 

6,270.71 
3,858.68 

0 
291 ,217.06 

10,147.73 
0 
0 
0 

595.86 
0 
0 
0 

39,779.31 
32,017.33 

0 
74,041.96 

0 
0 
0 
0 

1,617.28 
2,345.58 

477.26 
58,255.74 
62,679.81 
30,816.45 
40,050.66 
11,990.20 

0 
0 
0 

8.757.41 
268,388.93 
44,626.85 
40,830.90 

0 
50,154.62 
68,440.43 
56,868.21 
68,115.53 

1,539.74 
6,605.53 

0 
15,486.81 
46,235.18 

0 
0 

12,536.44 
15.469.87 

556,797.21 
157,899.02 

1,221.78 
13,935.05 

0 
0 
0 

960.38 
0 

839.71 
0 

10,551.89 

Cost per 
capita 

$0.02151 
0 
.00248 
.03073 

0 
.00115 
.00402 

0 
.00315 
.02095 
.01015 
.01537 
.00655 

0 
.01701 

0 
.01743 

0 
.00016 
.00923 
.04357 
.00308 
.00858 

0 
0 

.01664 

.00083 

.00707 

.00457 
0 
.00073 
.00662 

0 
.00006 
.00898 

0 
0 
.00129 
.00079 

0 
.01714 
.00365 

0 
0 
0 
.00015 

0 
0 
0 
.07069 
.00759 

0 
.01514 

0 
0 
0 
0 

0 
0 
0 

.00021 

.00417 

.00005 

.01772 

.02436 

.00556 

.00310 

.00327 

.00713 

.01492 

.08113 

.01298 
0 
.01765 
.06820 
.08171 
.02898 
.00128 
.00071 

0 
.00864 
.06940 

0 
0 

.00262 

0 
0 
0 

.00317 

.01871 

.03908 

.00011 

.03072 

.00095 
0 
.00185 

0 
.00241 
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Original Pieces Original total Cost per Senators total per cap-
pieces ita cost capita 

Wirth ......... .. ............ 331,654 .10067 53,383.17 .01620 
Wofford .. ... ...... .. ...... 0 0 0 0 

Other offices Pieces Cost 

The Vice President . .... ....... ........... .. ........................ .. 0 0 
The President Pro-Tempore ....................................... . 0 0 
The Majority leader ................................................. .. 0 0 
The Minority leader ................................................. .. 0 0 
The Assistant Majority leader ................................. .. 0 0 
The Assistant Minority leader .................................. . 0 0 
Sec of Majority Conference ...................................... .. 0 0 
Sec of Minority Conference ....................................... . 0 0 
Agriculture Committee ............................................. .. 0 0 
Appropriations Committee ........................................ . 0 0 
Armed Services Committee ....................................... . 0 0 
Banking Committee ................................................. .. 0 0 
Budget Committee .................................................... . 0 0 
Commerce Committee ......................................... .. .... . 0 0 
Energy Committee .............................................. ...... .. 0 0 
Environment Committee .......................................... .. 0 0 
Finance Committee .............................................. ... .. . 0 0 
Foreign Relations Committee .... .......... .. .................. .. 0 0 
Governmental Affairs Committee ......................... .... . 0 0 
Judiciary Committee ............................. .. ............... .. .. 0 0 
labor· Committee ...................................................... . 0 0 
Rules Committee ..................................................... .. 0 0 
Small Business Committee .............................. .. ... .. .. 20,515 $3,847.29 
Veterans Affairs Committee ................... .... .............. . 0 0 
Ethics Committee ..................................................... . 0 0 
Indian Affairs Committee .. .. ..................................... . 1,195 1,305.38 
Intelligence Committee ............. ....... ..... .. ....... ....... ~ .. .. 0 0 
Aging Committee .... ............................. ..................... . 0 0 
Joint Economic Committee ...................................... .. 0 0 
Joint Committee on Printing .................................... .. 0 0 
Democratic Policy Committee ............................ ...... .. 0 0 
Democratic Conference ............................................ .. 0 0 
Republican Policy Committee .................................. .. 0 0 
Republican Conference ....................... : ... ....... ........... . 0 0 
legislative Counsel ................................................... . 0 0 
Legal Counsel ............... .. ........................................ . 0 o. 
Secretary of the Senate ............................................ . 0 0 
Sergeant at Arms .......................... : .......................... . 0 0 
Narcotics Caucus ...................................................... . 0 0 
SCMTE POW/MIA ....................................................... . 3,450 1,548.96 

U.S. POSTAL SERVICE, 
DEPARTMENT OF THE CONTROLLER, 

Washington, DC, April 23, 1992. 
Hon. WENDELL H. FORD, 
Chairman, Committee on Rules and Administra

tion, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. FORD: Detailed data on franked 

mail usage by the U.S. Senate for the second 
quarter, Fiscal Year 1992, is enclosed. Total 
postage and fees for the quarter is $4,606,029. 

A summary of Senate franked mail usage 
based upon the first two quarters of actual 
data for Fiscal Year 1992 is as follows: 
Volume ........ ...... .... .... ....... . 44,786,033 
Revenue per piece ............. . $0.1836 
Revenue ..... .. .. ... .. ... .. .. ... .. .. . $8,222,532.00 
Provisional Payments to 

date .. ....... .......... ............. $8,000,000.00 
Deficiency in provisional 

payments . ... . .. ... .. ............ $222,532.00 
The first two Postal Quarter results, when 

projected to an annual figure based upon his
torical trends for Senate franked mail activ
ity, provide the following estimates for FY 
1992: 
Volume ..... .......... ... .. .. .. ... .. . 
Revenue per piece ............. . 
Total revenue ....... .... .. ...... . 
Current appropriation ..... .. 
Estimated surplus .... ....... .. 

97,573,057 
$0.1832 

$17,875,070 
$32,000,000 
$14,124,930 

However, the validity of these projections 
does remain questionable due to substantial 
variances in Senate quarterly mailing pat
terns over the past several years. 

FRANKED MAIL POSTAL QUARTER II, FISCAL YEAR 1992-
SENATE 

Subcategories Pieces Rate Amount 

I. letters: 1st class .......... . 2,165,907 $0.2900 $628,113 

FRANKED MAIL POSTAL QUARTER II, FISCAL YEAR 1992-
SENATE---Continued 

Subcategories Pieces Rate Amount 

Total ......... ................... ......... 2,165,907 .2900 628,113 

2. Flats: 1st class ............................ 103,748 1.1005 114,175 

Total ..................................... 103,748 1.1005 114,175 

3. Parcels: 
Priority--up to II oz ............. .. 
Priority-over 11 o.z .. ............... 16,907 4.9460 83,622 
4th class-regular .................. 27,282 3.9574 107,966 

-------------------
Total ................ .. ................... 44,189 4.3356 191,588 

5. Agriculture bulletins: 
1st class ................................. . 
Priority-up to 11 oz .............. . 
Priority-over II o.z ............... .. 
3d-class ......................... ......... . 
4th-class special (bulk) ......... . 
4th-class regular .................... . 

Total ......... .................. ........ .. 

6. Yearbooks: 4th-class special 
(bulk) .. ............. .......... .... ........ ..... .. 

Total .................................... . 

7. Other (odd-size parcels): 
Priority- up to 11 o.z ............. .. 
Priority-over 11 oz ............... .. 
4th-class special (bulk) ........ .. 
4th-class regular ........ ............ . 

Total ................................... .. 

Total outside DC (see attachment) 
Permit imprint mailings: 

3d-class bulk rate .......... ....... .. 
Parcel post-PI ...................... . 
1st-class single piece-PI .... .. 
Address corrections (3547's) ... 
Address corrections (3d class) 

Mailing list corrections (10 names 
or less) ....................................... .. 

Mailing list corrections (more than 
10 names) .............. .... ................ .. 

Ma!lgra!"s I~A-International prior-
Ity a1rma1l ................... ......... ....... .. 

Mailing fees (registry, certified, etc.) 
Postage due/short paid mail .......... .. 
Permit fees ....................................... . 
Miscellaneous charges/adjustments 

====== 
80,181 .3777 30,284 

1.462 2.9008 4,241 
8,628 4.4743 38,604 

90,271 .8101 73,129 

·2o:500ii 41 

7 10.2857 '""""""'72 
52 8.7308 454 -------------------
61 9.2951 567 

2,877 1.4800 4,258 ·------------------
2,877 1.4800 4,258 

487 36.0246 ""'"17:544 
2,735 12.1960 "'""33:356 

-------------------3,222 15.7976 50,900 

290,784 .5225 151,937 

22,455,044 .1169 2,624,973 
1,074 14.0745 15,116 

595 .3496 208 
54,809 .2900 15,895 

""""'"'454 

Express mail service ......................... 734,716 

======= 
Subtotal ........................ ....... 25,212,581 .1827 4,606,029 

Adjustments ..................................... . 
Grand total .......................... 25,212,581 .1827 4,606,029 

If you or your staff have any questions, 
please call Tom Galgano of my staff on 268-
3255. 

Sincerely, 
JAMES S. STANFORD, 

General Manager, Official and Inter
national Mail Accounting Division, Office 
of Accounting, Washington , DC.• 

FRIENDS OF YOUTH INSTITUTE 
• Mr. COATS. Mr. President, last 
week, I was invited to attend a unique 
demonstration in front of the U.S. Bo
tanical Gardens. It was held by Friends 
of Youth Institute, a newly founded 
nonprofit organization that gives 
young people experiences and opportu
nities to empower them to make wise 
decisions about such crucial issues as 
drinking and driving, AIDS, drug 
abuse, suicide and pregnancy. 

FYI brought the problem of drunk 
driving to the attention of policy
makers and the public with a dramatic 
demonstration of the dangers of drink-

ing and driving. The group introduced 
the Dodge drunk driving simulator, a 
specially modified car that safely sim
ulates drunk driving through the use of 
an on-board computer that causes the 
vehicle to brake and steer as though a 
drunk driver were behind the wheel. 

The simulator is the feature in FYI's 
first initiative, "Zero by 2000." Zero by 
2000 will be a major national effort 
aimed at achieving zero fatalities due 
to drunk driving by the year 2000. Not 
only will children be told the horrible 
consequences of drinking and driving, 
but through the simulator, will experi
ence the danger that accompanies a 
person who is driving drunk. 

Drunk driving is a problem that faces 
not only our children but everyone in 
society. Alcohol-related traffic deaths 
represent nearly one-half of all traffic 
deaths. Each year, 23,000 people die in 

· drug and alcohol-related traffic acci
dents. Over 300,000 people are injured in 
alcohol-related traffic accidents each 
year. 

Every alcohol-related accident is 
tragic since each one could have been 
prevented. As long as people do not 
drive after drinking, these accidents 
will not happen. The injuries and 
deaths will not happen. But it is much 
easier to say this than to have it done. 
A person's self-confidence and pride 
may make him or her feel in control. 
The influence of alcohol may cloud the 
person's judgment. All the stories 
about the horrors of drunk driving will 
not stop everyone from driving drunk. 

One of the best ways to prevent 
drunk driving is to experience it 
through simulation. With the Dodge 
drunk driving simulator, this can be 
instilled in people without injury and 
death. Hopefully, with this experience, 
people who drink alcohol will think 
twice before driving and have someone 
sober take them home. 

Friends of Youth Institute should be 
applauded for bringing to everyone's 
attention the dangers of drunk driving 
and for initiating Zero by 2000. The 
program not only addresses drunk driv
ing but confronts the problem in an at
tempt to eliminate it. 

FYI's goal to . give young people the 
experiences that will help them make 
the tough decisions they face in life 
should be applauded. Experience is al
ways stronger than words. It helps us 
in making our most important deci
sions. Friends of Youth Institute un
derstands this and should be thanked 
by all of us for their fine work.• 

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT 
Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent ·that Senator DAN
FORTH be recognized to address the 
Senate, and at the conclusion of his re
marks, the Senate then stand in recess, 
as ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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The Senator from Missouri is recog

nized. 

FINDINGS BY MR. PETER FLEM
ING, TEMPORARY SPECIAL INDE
PENDENT COUNSEL 
Mr. DANFORTH. Mr. President, 

today Mr. Peter Fleming, the tem
porary special independent counsel, is
sued his report which included his find
ings with respect to the confirmation 
process. 

The circumstances surrounding Jus
tice Thomas' confirmation embar
rassed the Senate in front of the Na
tion and the world. The damage to the 
Senate's credibility will last for years 
and perhaps decades. The confirmation 
process inflicted indescribable pain on 
Clarence Thomas, a good and decent 
person, and his family. 

Mr. Fleming found, first, that a docu
ment containing the contents of Anita 
Hill's statement to the Senate was re
leased to Nina Totenberg from the Sen
ate. Second, Mr. Fleming stated that 
every Senator and staff member inter
viewed in the investigation understood 
that this information was confidential 
and that its disclosure by the Senate 
would be improper. Finally, although 
Mr. Fleming's authority does not ex
tend to determining whether Senate 
rules were violated, his discussion of 
the history of Senate Rule 29.5 leads to 
the conclusion that the leak violated 
this rule. Such a violation is punish
able by expulsion or a contempt cita
tion. 

With respect to interest groups, Mr. 
Fleming gives an excellent account of 
how partisans outside the Senate, com
mitted to stopping the nomination, 
worked with allies inside and outside 
the Senate to accomplish their goal. 
They failed, but only after the effort to 
"Bork" Clarence Thomas damaged the 
Senate and brought discredit on Amer
ican processes of government. 

The attempt to stop the Thomas 
nomination with essentially any means 

at hand created an episode that was 
disgusting, lurid, and degrading. In 
frantic, superheated battles over ideol
ogy, ends quickly come to justify 
means. This is perhaps the most obvi
ous lesson of the Thomas nomination. 

Now, perhaps, the Senate's role on 
"Saturday Night Live," and Mr. Flem
ing's report, · will convince us at long 
last that it is intolerable for judicial 
nominations to be handled as if they 
were political campaigns. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

ORDERS FOR TOMORROW 
Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that when the Sen
ate completes its business today, it 
stand in recess until 9 a.m., Wednes
day, May 6; that following the prayer, 
the Journal of proceedings be deemed 
approved to date; that the time for the 
two leaders be reserved for their use 
later in the day; that there then be a 
period for morning business not to ex
tend beyond 11:30 a.m., with Senators 
permitted to speak therein for up to 5 
minutes each, with the following Sen
ators recognized for the time limits 
specified: The first hour of morning 
business under the control of the ma
jority leader, or his designee; Senator 
BENTSEN for up to 15 minutes; Senator 
SIMPSON, or his designee, and Senator 
GORTON for up to 10 minutes each; Sen
ator CRAIG for up to 5 minutes; and 
Senator COHEN for up to 10 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

PROGRAM 
Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, there 

will be no further rollcall votes this 
evening. The next rollcall vote will 
occur at 1:30 p.m. tomorrow. 

The Senate will come into session at 
9 a.m. There will be a period of morn
ing business until 11:30 a.m. Between 
11:30 a.m. and 1:30 p.m., the Senate will 
complete debate on the pending meas
ure with a vote on the committee sub
stitute, as amended, at 1:30 p.m. 

Immediately following that debate, 
the Senate will proceed to the Tele
phone Privacy Act pursuant to the pre
vious order. 

Mr. President, I thank my col
leagues. 

RECESS UNTIL 9 A.M. TOMORROW 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, the Senate stands 
in recess until9 a.m. tomorrow. 

Whereupon, at 6:40 p.m. the Senate 
recessed until Wednesday, May 6, 1992, 
at 9 a.m. 

NOMINATIONS 
Executive nominations received by 

the Senate May 5, 1992: 
DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

ROBERT L . BARRY, OF NEW HAMPSHIRE, A CAREER 
MEMBER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF 
CAREER MINISTER, TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAOR
DINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES 
OF AMERICA TO THE REPUBLIC OF INDONESIA. 

REGINALD BARTHOLOMEW, OF THE DISTRICT OF CO
LUMBIA, A CAREER MEMBER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN 
SERVICE, CLASS OF CAREER MINISTER, TO BE THE UNIT
ED STATES PERMANENT REPRESENTATIVE ON THE 
COUNCIL OF THE NORTH ATLANTIC TREATY ORGANIZA
TION, WITH THE RANK AND STATUS OF AMBASSADOR EX
TRAORDINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY. 

ADRIAN A. BASORA, OF NEW HAMPSHIRE, A CAREER 
MEMBER OF THE SENIOR FOREIGN SERVICE, CLASS OF 
MINISTER-COUNSELOR, TO BE AMBASSADOR EXTRAOR
DINARY AND PLENIPOTENTIARY OF THE UNITED STATES 
OF AMERICA TO THE CZECH AND SLOV AX FEDERAL RE
PUBLIC. 

BOARD FOR INTERNATIONAL BROADCASTING 

BARRY ZORTHIAN, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, TO 
BE A MEMBER OF THE BOARD FOR INTERNATIONAL 
BROADCASTING FOR A TERM EXPffiiNG MAY 20, 1995. (RE
APPOINTMENT) 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

ARTHUR J . ROTHKOPF, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA, 
TO BE DEPUTY SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION, VICE 
JAMES BUCHANAN BUSEY IV, RESIGNED. 

THOMAS C. RICHARDS, OF TEXAS, TO BE ADMINIS
TRATOR OF THE FEDERAL AVIATION ADMINISTRATION, 
VICE JAMES BUCHANAN BUSEY IV. 

MICHAEL JAMES TOOHEY, OF VffiGINIA, TO BE AN AS
SISTANT SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION, VICE GALEN 
JOSEPH RESER, RESIGNED. 

DEFENSE NUCLEAR FACILITIES SAFETY BOARD 

JOSEPH J . DINUNNO, OF MARYLAND, TO BE A MEMBER 
OF THE DEFENSE NUCLEAR FACILITIES SAFETY BOARD 
FOR THE REMAINDER OF THE TERM EXPIRING OCTOBER 
18, 1995, VICE EDSON G. CASE. 
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EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
THOUGHTS ON HOW AMERICAN 
INDIANS MANAGED THE EARTH 

HON. ENI F.H. F ALEOMA V AEGA 
OF AMERICAN SAMOA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 5, 1992 

Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA. Mr. Speaker, 
through Public Law 102-188 (S.J. Res. 217, 
H.J. Res. 342), Congress and the President 
designated 1992 as the Year of the American 
Indian. This law pays tribute to the people who 
first inhabited the land now known as the con
tinental United States. Although only symbolic, 
this gesture is important because it shows 
there is sympathy in the eyes of a majority of 
both Houses of the Congress for those Indian 
issues which we as a Congress have been 
struggling with for over 200 years. In support 
of the Year of the American Indian, and as 
part of my ongoing series this year, I am pro
viding for the consideration of my colleagues 
an article by Samuel M. Wilson published in 
the May 1992 edition of Natural History maga
zine entitled "That Unmanned Wild Countrey." 
The article suggests that while American Indi
ans did not leave their land untouched, they 
did manage it in such a way as not to destroy 
the local ecosystems. 

[From Natural History, May 1992] 
THAT UNMANNED WILD COUNTREY 

(By Samuel M. Wilson) 
In the mid-1600s, the English settlers who 

had gained a foothold along the eastern sea
board of North America began to make a 
profit by growing Native American tobacco 
and selling it in European markets. This 
kind of enterprise demanded farmland, and 
even more land was needed by the increasing 
tide of colonists arriving in the mid-Atlantic 
states and New England. But the land from 
Florida to Maine was occupied by American 
Indians-numbering in the hundreds of thou
sands-who lived in permanent villages, 
hunted wild game in well-defined hunting 
territories, and grew crops in fields that 
were shifted in a regular pattern as the fer
tility of the soil declined. 

The English colonists came up with two 
justifications for taking the Native Ameri
cans' lands. First, they argued that colonists 
would civilize the Indians and "cover their 
naked miserie, with civill use of foode and 
cloathing." In royal charters given to the 
companies organizing the colonization, men
tion was always made of the obligation to 
bring Christianity to the "savages." The 
other part of the rationale was that Euro
peans could put the land to a "higher use," 
making it more productive by intensive cul
tivation and by bringing in livestock. In 1625 
Samuel Purchas argued that God did not in
tend for the land to remain as "that un
manned wild Countrey, which [the savages] 
range rather than inhabite." 

In early laws in Virginia and Massachu
setts, and in many recorded sermons, biblical 
passages were quoted as justification for the 
appropriation of land: "Ask of me, and I 
shall give thee the heathen for thine inherit-

ance, and the uttermost parts of the earth 
for thy possession'' (Psalms 2:8); and, 
"Whosover, therefore, resisteth the power, 
resisteth the ordinance of God; and they that 
resist shall receive to themselves dam
nation" (Romans 13:2). A contemporary sati
rist (who wisely chose to remain anonymous) 
put it succinctly in a supposed summary of a 
Puritan town meeting: "Voted, that the 
earth is the Lord's and the fulness thereof; 
Voted, that the earth is given to the Saints; 
Voted, that we are the Saints." 

The idea that land could be taken if it was 
not being used as the English would use it, or 
if the people on it were "uncivilized" or not 
of the proper religion, was not new. In the 
late 1500s, the English had conquered parts of 
Ireland on the same pretext. In 1978, Irish 
historian Nicholas Canny noted that even 
though England and Ireland were similar in 
terms of religion and land use, the Irish 
quickly came to be viewed as uncivilized 
people, even as cannibals (a charge that 
proved effective in mobilizing force against 
Indians as well): "Once it was established 
that the Irish were pagans, the first logical 
step had been taken toward declaring them 
barbarians." 

The idea that Europeans might put the 
land torhigher use required downplaying how 
the native people were using it. This was 
somewhat problematic because the land the 
settlers desired most was the best land, that 
which the Indians had already cleared for 
their own crops of beans, corn, pumpkins, 
squash, and tobacco. The English were able, 
however, to construct an image of the Indi
ans as nomadic hunters who did not change 
the landscape. According to historian 
Francis Jennings, when the lawyer John 
Winthrop took control of an English com
pany in the Atlantic colonies in 1630, he de
clared that "most land in America was vacu
um domicilium-i.e., legally "waste"-be
cause the Indians had not "subdued" it by 
methods recognized in English law and 
therefore had no "natural" right to it; the 
alternative of "civil" right was impossible 
for Indians because they did not have civil 
government. In operational terms civil gov
ernment meant "European government" 
[The Invasion of America, 1976]. 

Later, in the eighteenth century, Enlight
enment thinkers such as Rousseau saw the 
Indians as "nobel savages" who lived at one 
with nature, without want, greed, or posses
siveness, untainted by contact with civiliza
tion. The eloquent and influential nine
teenth-century historian Francis Parkman 
believed that the Indian was "a true child of 
the forest and the desert. the wastes and 
solitudes of nature are his congenial home." 
In this way, the Indians were nearly defined 
out of existence, allowing frontier historian 
Frederick Jackson Turner, in 1920, to say 
that the West had been "free land" and Wal
ter Prescott Webb, in 1931, to refer to it as 
" land free to be taken." 

But New World people had changed the 
landscape, often in ways the European colo
nists did not appreciate. Along the east coast 
of North America, the lands that the English 
sought for tobacco cultivation had been 
planted for thousands of years. As fertility 
declined in some fields, the Indians opened 

up others, leaving the older ones to lie fal
low. Later they might return to previously 
used fields, whose overgrowth of brush and 
small trees was easier to clear than climax 
forest. By the time the colonists arrived, the 
eastern woodlands had become a mosaic of 
Indian fields, some in use, some overgrown 
with brush, some nearly forests again. 

Fire was a useful tool for renovating farm
ing plots: it not only cleared the under
growth but it also returned nutrients from 
the vegetation to the soil. Indians used fire 
widely in eastern North America to change 
the nature of the forests. English settlers re
corded a marked shift in the forest vegeta
tion after the Indians retreated farther west. 
At first the forest was described as "park
lands," with little vegetation at ground 
level. After the Indians died or moved away, 
the Europeans began to describe the forest as 
dense and scrubby, with impenetrable thick
ets of vegetation beneath the woodland can
opy. 

Native Americans had used controlled 
burning to limit the growth of the under
story, thus making it easier to hunt, collect 
wild foods such as hickory nuts and acorns, 
and cultivate the land. They knew that deer 
and the other animals they hunted thrived 
on plants that grew after the forest floor was 
burned. Prehistoric land-use patterns can be 
reconstructed through archeological exca
vation and the analysis of preserved plant 
pollen. Archeologist Jefferson Chapman and 
paleoecologists Hazel Delcourt and Paul 
Delcourt, for example, have charted 10,000 
years of human impact on the environments 
of eastern Tennessee (see "Strawberry 
Fields, Almost Forever," Natural History, 
September 1989). 

Farther west, Native Americans used fires 
to turn forests into grasslands and, in drier 
areas, to keep prairies from becoming chap
arral or scrub deserts. In "Indian Fires of 
Spring" (Natural History, January 1980), ar
chaeologist Henry Lewis described how, for 
millennia, the Indians modified landscapes 
in Alberta, and how present-day environ
mental agencies are rediscovering the advan
tages of controlled burning. The catastrophic 
fires in Yellowstone National Park in the 
summer of 1988 showed that fire is an inher
ent part of the forest ecosystem, without 
which some species cannot survive or repro
duce. They also showed the dangers of sup
pressing natural fires for decades. 

In what is now the southwestern United 
States and northern Mexico, people rerouted 
the flow of rivers to create environments ca
pable of supporting large populations. For 
example, in about A.D. 1000, Hohokam Indi
ans built an elaborate system of canals and 
irrigated fields in the floodplains of the Gila 
and Salt rivers (south of modern Phoenix). 
On a larger scale, Middle and South Amer
ican peoples, such as the Aztecs, the Incas, 
and their predecer.;sors, transformed land
scapes with thousands of miles of canals and 
extensive drained or irrigated fields. 

The possibility that early Native Ameri
cans were responsible for the extinction of 
the large animals of the Western Hemisphere · 
has been hotly debated by archeologists and 
vertebrate paleontologists for the past thirty 
years. Many of the animals that were around 

• This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor. 

Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor. 
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at the end of the last glaciation 12,000 years 
ago--mastodons, giant sloths, camels, giant 
beavers, and many more-disappeared soon 
after the climate warmed. The weapons and 
butchering tools found with the bones of 
these animals make it hard to argue that hu
mans played no role in these extinctions. In 
the Caribbean the extermination of such spe
cies as giant flightless owls can be more 
closely tied to the arrival of the first hu
mans. Like the giant flightless birds of New 
Zealand, the owls had no defenses against 
human predation. 

While some scholars have documented the 
effect New World peoples had on their envi
ronment, others have sought to cast them as 
primitive conservationists, people who knew 
the inner workings of ecosystems and lived 
without changing them. This view, which 
emerged in the nineteenth century, gained 
widespread favor in this century. For exam
ple, in "Aboriginal Conservators," a 1938 ar
ticle in Birdlore, anthropologist Frank 
Speck wrote: 

"Do uncivilized tribes know the virtues of 
conservation? The question would seem to 
require an answer in the negative in view of 
what is generally believed to represent the 
intelligence standard of peoples who have 
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single most important deterrent to excessive 
hunting . . . , " he argues, "was the fear of 
spiritual reprisal for indiscreet slaughter. 
Prior to European influence, these Indians of 
the Canadian forest were on amicable terms 
with the spirits of the game, including the 
game "bosses," or keepers of the game, and 
it was the vivid, daily awareness of this 
courteous relationship which more than any
thing else precluded overkill." 

Throughout North America, a similar logic 
held. As the Ojibwa writer P. Jones observed 
of his own people in 1861, "They suppose that 
all animals, fish, trees, stones, etc., are 
endued with immortal spirits and that they 
possess supernatural power to punish any 
one who may dare despise or make any un
necessary waste of them." 

Native Americans have been conceived of 
in many ways, as both savage and noble. The 
latest stereotype, as "ecological Indians," 
oversimplifies their interaction with their 
environment. The important lesson they 
offer is that they changed the New World 
continents in ways that made the land more 
productive, and yet they carefully avoided 
the destruction of the eco-systems of the 
Americas. 

(Samuel M. Wilson teaches anthropology 
at the University of Texas at Austin.) not reached the status of advanced civiliza

tion. Surprising though it may seem, the an
swer is, nevertheless, in the affirmative so A 
far as the eastern and northern forests of the 
continent are concerned." 

CONGRESSIONAL SALUTE TO 
MS. JUANITA G. CHAVEZ IN 
HONOR OF HER SELECTION AS 
THE 1992 COMMUNITY CITIZEN OF 
THE YEAR 

More recently, former Secretary of the In
terior Stewart L. Udall declared that "the 
Indians were, in truth, the pioneer ecologists 
of this country." And a television spot 
makes use of this imagery: it shows an un
identified American Indian wearing a 
strange mixture of plains and woodland 
clothes, paddling a canoe (from yet another 
area), and beholding modern pollution with 
tears in his eyes. 

People who call Native Americans con
servationists probably intend this as a com
pliment to their sophistication. The ability 
to wreak havoc on the environment is no 
longer regarded as a measure of civilization. 
But this compliment retains a note of con
descension, assuming that Europeans had 
the ability to subdue the land, even if un
wisely, while native peoples merely adapted 
to it, finding ways of surviving without 
changing things. In other words, for the Indi
ans, environments shaped cultures, but for 
Europeans, cultures shaped environments. 

The disdainful argument that Native 
Americans did not destroy the land simply 
because they did not have the means to do so 
was put forward in 1968 by historian Peter 
Farb, who wrote: 

"If the Northern Athabaskan and Northern 
Algonkian Indians husbanded the land and 
its wildlife in primeval times, it was only be
cause they lacked both the technology to 
kill very many animals and the market for 
so many furs. But once White traders en
tered the picture, supplying the Indians with 
efficient guns and an apparently limitless 
market for furs beyond the Seas, the Indians 
went on an orgy of destruction" [Man's Rise 
to Civilization as Shown by the Indians of 
North America from Primeval Times to the 
Coming of the Industrial State]. 

This orgy of destruction, however, was in
troduced by European Americans; the Indian 
participation is strong evidence that the tra
ditional cultural values of northern forest 
peoples had eroded by the eighteenth cen
tury. Historian Calvin Martin's Keepers of 
the Game (1978) provides a glimpse of the 
cultural mechanisms that prevented over
exploitation even during the fur trade. "The 

HON. GLENN M. ANDERSON 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 5, 1992 
Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 

to pay tribute to an exceptional woman whom 
I greatly admire, Ms. Juanita G. Chavez. Ms. 
Chavez, in recognition of her tireless efforts on 
behalf of the community has been chosen by 
the Zonta Club of South Bay Area as the 1992 
"Community Citizen of the Year". On Friday, 
May 8, 1992, a dinner will be held in her 
honor and the award will be presented by the 
Zonta Club, a professional women's service 
organization. It is a pleasure to bring Juanita 
Chavez to your attention. 

Born on March 6, 1935, in Coffeyville, KS, 
Juanita completed her undergraduate studies 
at the State University of Iowa and received 
her MA, in educational administration from 
California State University at Long Beach. In 
1981, Juanita graduated summa cum laude 
from the Northrop University College of Law in 
Los Angeles. Before entering law school, Jua
nita logged 21 years of administrative, super
visory, and teaching experience with the Los 
Angeles Unified School District. Following her 
admittance to the State Bar of California in 
December 1981, Juanita set up practice spe
cializing in family law, estate planning, em
ployer/employee relations, landlord/tenant rela
tions, and personal injury. Juanita Chavez is 
an outstanding attorney. She is a member of 
the Los Angeles County Bar Association and 
the Mexican American Bar Association. She 
provides pro bono legal services to many 
community organizations, including the Wil
mington Senior Citizens' Center, Legal Aid 
Foundation of Long Beach, and the YWCA of 
the Harbor Area. 
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Juanita Chavez's dedication to her commu

nity is further enhanced by the number and 
type of community activities with which she is 
involved. She is the president of the San 
Pedro Peninsula Chamber of Commerce and 
the San Pedro Citizens' Committee-Inter
national Korean Veterans' Memorial. She is a 
member of the board of directors of the San 
Pedro Peninsula Hospital Foundation, Salva
tion Army advisory board and Seaman's 
Church Institute. Juanita also serves as the 
secretary of the Vincent Thomas Bridge Light
ing Committee. In addition, she is a member 
of the Soroptimist Club of the Los Angeles 
Harbor, Rotary Club of San Pedro, Friends of 
the San Pedro Library, and Friends of the 
Cabrillo Marine Museum. Ms. Chavez is a 
past president of the American Association of 
University Women, past vice-president of the 
YWCA of the Harbor Area and Alpha Delta 
Kappa Educational Society. She has been a 
member of the board of directors for the Har
bor Foundation for the Retarded and a pen
sion plan trustee. 

It is because of these and the many other 
accomplishments Juanita Chavez has 
achieved that I take great pride in joining with 
all those attending this special occasion in ex
pressing the gratitude she so richly deserves. 

My wife, Lee, joins me in extending this 
congressional salute to Ms. Juanita Chavez. 
We wish Juanita and her children, Deborah 
Wheatley Ferguson, Max D. Wheatley, Ill, and 
Jacolyn Wheatley Fellin, and grandchildren, 
Genevieve, Ryan, Aaron, Daniel, and Teresa 
all the best in the years to come. 

NAUTILUS MIDDLE SCHOOL SEV
ENTH GRADERS LEARN ABOUT 
CONGRESS 

HON. ILEANA ROS.LEHTINEN 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 5, 1992 
Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, three 

seventh grade civics classes at Nautilus Mid
dle School held a mock Congress on March 
1 0, 1992, appropriately coinciding with Super 
Tuesday. These students, numbering 110, ex
ecuted many of the functions of Congress, in
cluding holding committee hearings, floor de
bate, and votes. The Miami Herald brought at
tention to this innovative learning activity in an 
article by staff writer S.A. T erilli. That article 
follows: 

Timed with Super Tuesday, 110 students in 
three seventh-grade civics classes at Nau
tilus Middle School took over the govern
ment. 

They formed committees, introduced bills, 
debated positions, elected leaders, took ques
tions from the press, and counted their votes 
during a special congress. The congress, fash
ioned after the House of Representatives, 
was held Friday, Monday and Tuesday as a 
pioneering effort to teach students more 
about government. 

"The students are very aware of what has 
been happening in our country," said Judyth 
Billig, the Nautilus teacher who turned her 
classes into congresses. "It's the kind of 
learning they need to do; it's participatory 
education." 

Students picked their own political affili
ation: Democrat, Republican, Independent. 
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Every student drafted one bill, which a com
mittee of four debated and accepted or re
jected. Each committee sent a bill to the en
tire congress for further debate and a final 
vote. 

On Monday, Maria Betancourt, a 13-year
old Republican from Miami Beach, intro
duced a bill to promote treatment of parents 
who abuse children. 

In true political form, Vida Resillez-Ven
ture, a 12-year-old Independent, rose to op
pose the bill. She feared it lacked a mecha
nism for deciding if a child's allegation was 
true. 

Arms waved and desks were pounded as 
students stood and argued for or against the 
bill. Amendments were offered, rejected and 
adopted. In the end, the bill passed. 

The Congress also banned the sale of alco
hol and cigarettes to pregnant women and 
mandated seat belts on school buses. 

But the students didn't confine themselves 
to student issues. They made murder a fed
eral crime punishable by death and they pro
hibited any city from doing construction 
work on more than two roads at one time
a problem in evidence just two blocks from 
the school, at 4301 N. Michigan Ave. 

"Every student came away from this be
lieving he or she could be in Congress some 
day," Billig said. "I might even forward the 
road construction bill onto [Representatives] 
Bill Lehman and Deana Ros-Lehtinen and 
suggest the other Congress think about it." 

Mr. Speaker, I commend the innovation and 
creativity shown by Nautilus Middle School 
Civics teacher, Judi Billig. I also want to rec
ognize Principal Martin Zigler and Assistant 
Principals George Nunez and Elfie O'Dell for 
making Nautilus Middle School a place where 
learning can happen. 

KILDEE HONORS SUBSTITUTE 
TEACHERS 

HON. DALE E. KII.DEE 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 5, 1992 

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today be
fore my colleagues in the U.S. House of Rep
resentatives to pay tribute to the outstanding 
contributions of this country's substitute teach
ers. 

As we all know, it is only through a chal
lenging and comprehensive educational expe
rience that our country can expect to lead and 
thrive. Few realize the contributions substitute 
teachers make to this national effort or the 
unique challenges they face on a daily basis. 
Substitute teachers provide a valuable con
tinuity in education that is necessary to ensure 
the success of this Nation's youth and future. 
In doing so, substitute teachers reinforce .their 
students' sense of self-worth and value to the 
larger community. 

Furthermore, substitute teachers are regu
larly called upon to adapt to new classroom 
situations and procedures, often having to 
teach a different topic from one day to the 
next. These duties require substitute teachers 
to be both focused and creative in their pres
entation of this material. On an almost daily 
basis, they are called upon to maintain order 
and an environment conducive to learning de
spite often being unfamiliar with the different 
backgrounds and personalities of their stu-

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

dents. In short, substitute teachers must pos
sess such skills as compassion, flexibility, in
telligence, patience, and enthusiasm to suc
cessfully accomplish their job. With these 
traits, substitute teachers serve as prominent 
positive role models during a crucial stage in 
their students' social and academic develop
ment. 

Mr. Speaker, it is indeed an honor and a 
pleasure to pay tribute to our Nation's sub
stitute teachers. I would like to thank these 
dedicated professionals for the work they do. 
Their commitment is an inspiration to every
one who serves the public and they deserve 
our gratitude. 

TRIBUTE TO CASEY CARTER 

HON. JAMES A. TRAflCANT, JR. 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 5, 1992 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, I wish to 
take this opportunity to congratulate a coura
geous young man from my 17th District of 
Ohio, Casey Carter. 

Casey is graduating from Champion High 
School and certainly deserves hearty con
gratulations. Casey, with a learning disability, 
endured the struggles of high school and, in 
my eyes, triumphs this year like no other. His 
experience, I know, has been a rich one, in
cluding the fun times, I am told, he had at the 
prom with Cindy Drotleff. 

I understand that Casey follows the Con
gress with great fervor, and it is also my un
derstanding that he is one of my biggest fans. 
I would like Casey to know that after reading 
his mother's touching story about him, I am a 
fan of his. 

Mr. Speaker, Casey at a young age had 
surgery to correct a disability discovered by a 
doctor in Philadelphia. Since then, he has pro
gressed and can now tie his shoes, button his 
shirt, and zip his jacket. Though his mother 
says he has not mastered reading yet, I am 
confident that nothing is beyond this young 
man's reach. 

Mr. Speaker, I wish Casey the best and 
may God bless him in all his endeavors. 

WISE COUNSEL ON THE EARTH 
SUMMIT 

HON. BENJAMIN A. GILMAN 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 5, 1992 

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, in less than a 
month, the long-awaited United Nations Con
ference on Environment and Development will 
be held in Rio de Janeiro. For many, the up
coming Earth summit represents an important 
opportunity to lay the foundation for future 
international cooperation on some of the most 
pressing problems affecting all mankind-glob
al environmental issues such as climate 
change, deforestation and loss of biodiversity. 

With the largest industrial economy and tra
ditional leadership in the environmental area, 
U.S. policies are at the center of the various 
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negotiations leading up to the Earth summit. In 
particular, considerable attention has been di
rected to the reluctance of the U.S. Govern
ment to undertake far-reaching new domestic 
regulations, foreign aid programs and organi
zational initiatives. 

Congressman BILL BROOMFIELD, the ranking 
Republican member of the Committee on For
eign Affairs, has surveyed these issues in a 
recent article that appeared April 28 on the 
op-ed page of the Christian Science Monitor. 
In this article, Congressman BROOMFIELD
who is also the senior Republican member of 
the official House delegation of observers to 
UNCED-Iays out some of the key issues to 
be considered at the Earth summit. 

Mr. BROOMFIELD has recently announced his 
retirement from Congress at the end of the 
1 02d Congress. As second most senior mem
ber of the Republican caucus, commencing 
his congressional career in 1957, he has 
served on the Foreign Affairs Committee since 
1961 and has been its ranking minority mem
ber since 1975. BILL BROOMFIELD's longstand
ing service to the House of Representatives 
and the Nation has been reflected in his 
steadfast support for reasonable foreign poli
cies that contribute to U.S. leadership in the 
world while preserving an essential domestic 
consensus. 

Congressman BROOMFIELD continues this 
theme in his current article. While recognizing 
the need for flexibility in U.S. policy, he also 
points out the importance of retaining our 
commitment to basic American values in help
ing to address global environmental issues. 
These include the overall importance of envi
ronmental protection, continued economic 
growth, reliance on market mechanisms, de
mocratization and direct citizen participation, 
and self-reliance. 

In order to share his views with my col
leagues, I submit Congressman BROOMFIELD's 
remarks to be printed in the RECORD at this 
point: 

CLIMBING TOWARD THE EARTH SUMMIT 

(By William S. Broomfield) 
This June in Rio de Janeiro, the nations of 

the world will gather for the United Nations 
Conference on Environment and Develop
ment (UNCED). Referred to by environ
mentalists as the "Earth Summit," this 
meeting may set the agenda for inter
national discussion of environmental issues 
well into the next century. 

The human threat to the environment goes 
beyond localized pollution and even such 
broader, regional problems as acid rain. The 
steady expansion of human activities is de
stroying the habitat of innumerable species 
of plants and animals. The depletion of natu
ral resources around the world threatens the 
natural systems central to the economies of 
many countries. 

Another issue is the probability of global 
climate change from the so-called green
house effect. There is still no scientifically 
valid evidence of global warming. Neverthe
less, scientists believe that the large 
amounts of carbon dioxide (C02) and other 
greenhouse gases released by the burning of 
fossil fuels and other activities will inevi
tably lead to warming as well as a range of 
other potentially harmful effects on climate. 

These issues merit serious response. Unfor
tunately, the negotiations leading up to the 
Earth Summit have been characterized by 
squabbling among the major in4ustrialized 
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countries and unrealistic demands from the 
third world. 

The chief issues are threefold: whether spe
cific "targets and timetables" are needed for 
the reduction of greenhouse gases; whether 
"new and additional" funds must be made 
available for foreign aid; and whether poorer 
countries should gain access to environ
mentally beneficial technologies on a "pref
erential and noncommercial basis." 

Public attention has primarily focused on 
the dispute between the United States and 
other industrialized countries over the need 
for specific reductions in C02 emissions. Be
cause of a number of factors, C02 emissions 
in the US will probably stabilize at more-or
less current levels. Mandated cuts could nev
ertheless retard economic growth and affect 
competitiveness. 

Meanwhile, some other industrialized 
countries could actually benefit from limits 
on C02 emissions. In Europe, subsidies for 
the coal industry would be phased out; in 
Japan, there are unrealistic plans to expand 
nuclear power. At the same time, many poor
er countries would find it nearly impossible 
to abide by similar restrictions. 

It is also unlikely that the US and other 
industrialized countries will make much 
more foreign aid available anytime soon, 
even for environmental purposes. Weak eco
nomic conditions work against increased aid, 
and existing programs are already very cost
ly. In addition, other priorities have arisen, 
such as the need to assist emerging democ
racies. With respect to sharing technology, 
the industrialized countries cannot give 
away technology which belongs to the pri
vate sector, although means could be devised 
to facilitate its transfer. 

Still, sufficient progress can be made prior 
to June for the Earth Summit to be a suc
cess. Concrete measures, however, will prob
ably not be ready for approval. For this rea
son, it is important that the conference be 
viewed primarily as the beginning of a new 
dialogue that will lead to better inter
national cooperation in the future . 

The Bush administration is being charged 
with dragging its feet on UNCED, preventing 
further progress. Since the departure of 
former White House chief of staff John 
Sununu, however, the administration has 
been reviewing its policy toward climate and 
the other issues included in UNCED. Some 
additional flexibility by the administration 
would improve the chances that UNCED will 
be a success. 

At this point, however, the stage has been 
set for last minute concessions by the US 
that will neither truly benefit the world en
vironment nor promote US interests. 

Rather than allowing itself to be painted 
into the corner at UNCED, the administra
tion should insist on some basic American 
values. 

First, all nations are obliged to protect the 
environment, both inside and outside their 
borders, aided by the best scientific informa
tion. Second, economic expansion improves 
the quality of life and permits environ
mental issues to .be addressed more effec
tively; sustained growth can only be based 
on free-market principles. Third, truly free 
markets are impossible without democratic 
institutions, and citizen participation is es
sential to protecting the environment. Fi
nally, outside assistance without reciprocal 
obligations only creates dependency and will 
not result in true progress anywhere. 
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CONGRATULATIONS TO MICHAEL 
SMITH: STATE CHAMPION OF 
THE NATIONAL GEOGRAPHIC GE
OGRAPHY BEE 

HON. DICK SWETI 
OF NEW HAMPSHIRE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 5, 1992 

Mr. SWETT. Mr. Speaker, I would like to 
congratulate Michael Smith of Salem, NH. 
This is the second year in a row that Michael, 
a fifth grader at North Salem Elementary 
School, has won his school geographic com
petition. In addition, this year he won the State 
championship of the National Geographic Ge
ography Bee. 

He will now travel to Washington in order to 
compete on the national level with students 
from all across the United States, as well as 
the American territories. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues to join me 
in congratulating Michael on his outstanding 
achievement. I wish him the best of luck in the 
national competition, and I hope that his in
stinctive talent for this social science will en
courage him to become involved in future geo
graphic endeavors. 

IN HONOR OF HOLLYWOOD WALK 
OF FAME INDUCTEE BROCK PE
TERS 

HON. JUUAN C. DIXON 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 5, 1992 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Speaker. on April 23, 1992, 
a granite star bearing the name of Brock Pe
ters was placed into the legendary Hollywood 
Walk of Fame. This was the latest of many 
prestigious honors accorded this talented 
actor, producer, and singer. 

The son of a French-African father from 
Senegal and a West Indian mother, Brock Pe
ters was born and raised in Harlem. After at
tending City College of New York, Brock em
barked on a distinguished professional acting 
career, appearing in the first commercially 
successful revival of "Porgy and Bess." 

During the ensuing four decades, Peters 
honed his skills as an actor, producer, and 
singer, displaying his range of talents in all 
manner of entertainment media-from film, tel
evision, and stage to concert appearances 
and recordings. Highlights of Brock's career 
include performances in the national tours of 
"The Great White Hope" and "Driving Miss 
Daisy," and producing the . PBS successful 
documentary, "This Far by Faith." His many 
film appearances include "The Pawnbroker," 
"Two-Minute Warning," "Soylent Green," "Star 
Trek IV," and "Star Trek VI." 

Along the way, Brock has received glowing 
accolades from prominent entertainment crit
ics, guilds, and associations. Moreover, he 
has won the enduring admiration and respect 
of his peers, the media, and the entertainment 
public. His achievements have been recog
nized with numerous awards including: the 
National Film Society's Life Achievement 
Award; a Golden Globe Award for "To Kill a 
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Mockingbird"; an Emmy for the PBS special, 
"Voices of Our People"; the L.A. Drama Crit
ics Circle Best Actor Award for La Jolla Play
house's production of "My Children, My Afri
ca"; a Golden Globe nomination for "The L
Shaped Room"; a Tony nomination for "Lost 
in the Stars"; and honorary doctorates from 
the University of Michigan, University of Ari
zona, Sienna Fine Arts College, and a Ph.D. 
in fine arts from Otterbein College. In 1990, 
Brock received the prestigious Screen Actor's 
Guild Life Achievement Award. 

Brock's longstanding commitment to com
munity service and the arts is legendary. He is 
former chairman of the Dance Theater of Har
lem, of Free Southern Theater, and Third 
World Cinema-which produced "Claudine." 
He is a former chairman of the California State 
Arts Commission and of the Brotherhood Cru
sade Black United Fund and is current chair
man and cofounder of Maga Link, Inc. Brock's 
professional accomplishments and service are 
reflective of his immutable belief in the em
powering effect of the African-American expe
rience. With great integrity and talent, he has 
brought dignified and compelling portrayals of 
that experience to the stage and screen for 
audiences the world over. It gives me great 
pleasure to see Brock immortalized in granite 
alongside other great figures in the entertain
ment industry. 

Mr. Speaker and colleagues. please join me 
today in extending congratulations to Brock 
Peters on a distinguished lifetime of achieve
ment and community service, and in wishing 
Brock and his daughter, Lise, all the best the 
future can hold. 

INTRODUCTION OF EDUCATION 
LEGISLATION 

HON. GEORGE E. BROWN, JR. 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 5, 1992 

Mr. BROWN. Mr. Speaker, today I am intro
ducing H.R. 5057, the House companion ver
sion of legislation introduced by Senator 
BURNS earlier this year. This bill would facili
tate the development of an integrated, nation
wide telecommunications system dedicated to 
instruction by guaranteeing the acquisition of a 
satellite system used solely for communica
tions among State anq local instructional re
source providers. 

Certainly every student in America deserves 
equal access to quality education. Unfortu
nately, not every small rural or poor inner city 
school can afford to hire specialized instruc
tors to provide the education for children the 
way that schools in larger and wealthier com
munities can. 

One way to bridge this gap is through the 
use of satellite technology for distance learn
ing. With the efficient use of an integrated, 
satellite based communications system linked 
by cable and telephone lines, distance learn
ing can provide children access to vast edu
cational resources, regardless of wealth or ge
ographic location: 

I have long been interested in helping to 
strengthen and improve the utilization of tele
communications in the U.S. economy and 
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educational institutions. The idea for an edu
cation satellite was presented to President 
Bush by Governor Wilkinson of Kentucky and 
other governors at the education summit in 
Charlottesville, VA, in September 1989. At the 
request of Governor Wilkinson, the EDSAT In
stitute undertook the task of analyzing the cur
rent education satellite system. EDSAT issued 
a final report, "Analysis of a Proposal for an 
Education Satellite," in 1991. 

The report found that under present prac
tices, America's schools, colleges, universities 
and libraries are without predictable, low-cost 
and equitable access to satellite services. De
spite the existing problems however, the 
EDSAT Institute found that the education sec
tor is expanding and investing heavily in tele
communications systems. 

According to the report, there are several 
problems with the current education satellite 
system: 

First, education buyers of satellite time often 
are not able to commit to expensive long-term 
contracts with satellite providers. This puts 
them at a competitive disadvantage with other 
buyers of satellite time. One result of this is 
that the signal used by an education buyer is 
susceptible to "preemption," subject to change 
on short notice. In addition, as occasional 
users, the education sector is forced to pay 
high and variable prices for undependable 
services. Finally, the current system is set up 
so that educational programs are spread out 
among 12 to 15 satellites. Every time the user 
wants to switch to a different program, they 
have to adjust their satellite dish. 

In addition to analyzing the current structure 
of the education satellite telecommunication 
system, the report provided educational lead
ers, elected officials and private sector rep
resentatives with several options for govern
ing, managing, and paying for a dedicated 
education satellite. The EDSAT Institute held 
extensive meetings with various experts 
across the Nation to assess the feasibility of 
the proposals. The National Education T ele
communications Organization [NETO] was 
created in October 1991 to focus on the dis
tribution of distance learning. NETO's mem
bers include former and current public officials, 
educators, telecommunications experts, State 
and education agencies, and private sector 
representatives. NETO's goal is to create the 
infrastructure necessary to establish an inte
grated telecommunications system at afford
able costs to the education sector. 

Senator BURNS took the lead on this issue 
and introduced legislation in March to help im
prove the current education satellite system. I 
am introducing it today in the House. This bill 
authorizes the Secretary of Education to carry 
out a loan guarantee program under which a 
non-Federal, public corporation can obtain 
loans in order to purchase or lease and oper
ate one or more communications satellites 
dedicated to the transmission of instructional 
programming. The Secretary can guarantee 
loans up to $270 million to the organization. In 
order to receive the loan guarantees, the cor
poration must investigate all practical ways to 
acquire the communications satellite system, 
report to the Secretary their findings and rec
ommend the most cost-effective, high-quality 
system. By providing loan guarantees, the 
Federal Government in effect takes the risk 
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away from the private sector and encourages 
their involvement in the development of a 
dedicated satellite system. 

This is just the first step and certainly not 
the only answer to solving the problems that 
schools face in using satellites. However, I be
lieve that it is an important step for the Fed
eral Government to take to help encourage 
the use of technology in the education sector. 
Improving the accessibility and quality of edu
cation will help our children and our national 
economy as a whole to become stronger and 
more competitive in the global marketplace. 

KEYNOTE ADDRESS BY DANIEL S. 
GOLDIN, ADMINISTRATOR OF 
THE NATIONAL AERONAUTICS 
AND SPACE ADMINISTRATION 

HON. ROBERTS. WALKER 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 5, 1992 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
insert into the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, a 
speech given by Mr. Goldin regarding the Na
tion's space program. It is a clear-sighted look 
into NASA's future, and I urge all of my col
leagues to read it. 

ADDRESS BY DANIEL S. GOLDIN 

In response to Tom Stafford's introduc
tion, let me say that I have the best job in 
Washington and the greatest staff in the 
world. 

Ladies and Gentlemen, Distinguished 
Guests, 

·It is a great honor for me to stand on this 
podium tonight as the Administrator of 
NASA and to address this distinguished 
group. 

In my short time at NASA, I already have 
discovered a dedicated and capable 
workforce who have what it takes to imple
ment the challenging space programs of to
morrow. 

I wish all of you could have been with me 
yesterday as I listened to the young engi
neers. scientists, and staff members at the 
Goddard Space Flight center. Each of these 
people were talented, enthusiastic and com
mitted. They had America's future on their 
minds. You would have been proud-Robert 
Goddard would have been proud. 

We have accomplished much as a ·people 
and as a nation in space and aeronautics. In 
only one lifetime, we traveled from the 
dunes of Kitty Hawk to the grey sands of the 
Moon. 

But, some of us older, grayer folks forget 
that today's college seniors weren't even 
born when the Eagle landed at Tranquility 
Base. 

For them, our journey is just beginning. 
What we accomplish in the next thirty years 
is how we will be judged and remembered by 
our children and our children's children. 

I am convinced that America must start to 
prepare today for a new century in which 
aeronautics and space will play an even 
greater role in our national economy. 

NASA must push the edge of technology to 
meet future government needs, and NASA 
must transfer these technologies to the pri
vate sector to ensure our competitive pos
ture in the high technology marketplace of 
tomorrow. 

We have only begun to utilize the assets of 
space and to reap the rewards of our national 
investment in space. 
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And, we certainly have the opportunity. 

President Bush and Vice President Quayle 
have given us that opportunity. They are in
tensely interested in America's space pro
gram and unbelievably supportive of NASA. 
They have a vision and they want us to make 
it a reality. Carpe Diem! Let's seize the day. 

When I first spoke to NASA employees, I 
was asked, "With all the challenges facing 
you up front, what will be your first focus?" 
I said, "to listen." And that is exactly what 
I am going to do. 

Of course, I have some preliminary 
thoughts about future goals for NASA which 
I will share with you. But let me emphasize, 
they are preliminary, they are not in a prior
ity order. 

We should establish our first permanent 
outpost in space. Towards that end, I am 
committed to the President's goal of deploy
ing Space Station Freedom this decade. 

Through space station operations, we will 
better understand the interaction of humans 
in the hostile environment of space, and the 
human body, itself, which could improve 
medical technologies and treatments here on 
Earth. 

We are taking our first steps on what the 
President has called "a journey to tomor
row" by starting now to lay the foundation 
to go back to the Moon and onward to Mars. 

Over the next few years, we will define ar
chitectures, initiate critical technology de
velopment work, and conduct small precur
sor missions. 

We should continue to accelerate the pace 
of our activities that look inward at Planet 
Earth and provide the data required by sci
entists and policymakers to make prudent 
decisions based on facts. We owe it to future 
generations to take the time to look at our 
own planet and to better understand how 
human beings may be affecting it. 

We should have an unparalleled Space 
Science program that looks out to the heav
ens and helps us better understand the fun
damental mysteries of our solar system and 
the universe. 

Just recently, NASA spacecraft completed 
a road trip to every planet in the solar sys
tem, except one. In the last two years, Amer
ica has launched more science missions-13 
to be exact-than it did in the 1980's. 

And, in the decade of the nineties, Amer
ican can look forward to more space science 
missions and a tremendous storehouse of 
new knowledge. 

We should develop and maintain, in a bal
anced and cost-efficient manner, the infra
structure required for our space program. 

We need to have the necessary communica
tions, test facilities, research equipment, 
computational tools that access to space 
that make the space program of tomorrow 
possible. 

In particular, we need to do everything 
necessary to maintain a safe and reliable 
Space Shuttle. The Space Shuttle will be the 
key vehicle for human space activities well 
into the next decade, and we must not com
promise on our investment in this system or 
on our astronaut crew's safety. 

These core activities must be achieved 
without allowing infrastructure or pro
grammatic imbalance to consume the seed 
corn of the future. 

In pursuing these activities, we need to 
work closely with our colleagues at DOD, 
DOE, industry, and our foreign partners. We 
need to avoid duplicative activities and to 
ensure a full range of capabilities. 

I believe we can do this and still continue 
to maintain the appropriate and long-stand
ing separation between military and civilian 
missions. 
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Finally, we must establish and maintain a 

first-class aeronautics technology program 
in cooperation with American industry. It 
should support American industry and serve 
to break down the technical barriers to eco
nomical, safe, speedy, and comfortable flight 
for passengers and cargo alike. We must do 
everything we can to help ensure America's 
competitive edge in aviation. 

I am convinced that a balanced civil space 
and aeronautics program based · on these 
building blocks represents a prudent invest
ment strategy in America's future. 

So what happens next? 
As I said, first, I am going to listen. I am 

going to listen to the NASA employees, 
Members of Congress, the White House. And, 
I am going to listen to industry, to aca
demia-both scholars and students-to our 
foreign partners, and to the American peo
ple. I am going to listen to all of you who are 
stakeholders in America's space program and 
establish a consensus on the vision of the 
civil space and aeronautics program and to 
formulate an integrated plan for execution of 
this vision. This plan will include clearly de
fined and measurable milestones. If you 
can't measure it, you can't manage it. 

It also will clearly define the human re
sources, budget and technology require
ments. This plan will permit us to pursue 
our missions in an orderly and cost-efficient 
manner and will provide the maximum near
term and long-term benefits to the American 
taxpayer. A vision without an integrated 
plan is a fantasy. A vision with an integrated 
plan is a reality. And we are going to have a 
dose of reality! 

To make this planning process work, each 
of us will be required to think of the goals 
and objectives of the civil space program in 

Target 
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terms of the national interests and prior
ities, not in terms of individual interests. 
Once this integrated plan is approved, every
body should lock arms, march forward, and 
support the execution of this plan. I am con
vinced that if we take this approach, it will 
revitalize our industry, lift the spirit and 
pride of America and the NASA team, and 
ensure U.S. leadership in space. 

To implement this plan, each stakeholder 
will be empowered with the authority andre
sponsibility needed to achieve their tasks. 
And, each will be responsible and account
able for his or her actions-just as I will be 
accountable and NASA will be accountable 
to the America people. 

To start this process, tonight I would like 
to ask you to join the men and women of 
NASA and stretch a little for the space pro
gram. 

I would like to ask each of you in industry 
and government to go back and look at your 
programs to see what you can do to reach a 
little higher, reach a little further for a lit
tle less. What are each of you willing to do 
in your areas to be more efficient? 

Tonight throughout America, the first 
Martians are being tucked into bed after a 
tough week at school. 

For these future explorers, who will some
day leave their footprints on distant bodies, 
for the hope of our Nation, let us make a na
tional commitment to reach for the stars, to 
maintain our leadership in space and aero
nautics, to work with our friends and allies 
to improve the quality of life for all man
kind, and to better understand our fragile 
planet Earth. 

I believe in America. 
I believe in the American dream. 
I believe in America's future. 

Caveats/comments 
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And, I believe the civil space program is 

the jewel in the crown of America's future. 
With your active support and commitment, 

we will succeed in keeping the legacy of Rob
ert Goddard alive-we will succeed in turn
ing the dreams of yesterday into the hopes of 
today and the realities of tomorrow. 

CLIMATE CHANGE POLICIES OF 
INDUSTRIALIZED NATIONS 

HON. RICK BOUCHER 
OF VIRGINIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 5, 1992 

Mr. BOUCHER. Mr. Speaker, in considering 
the debate regarding whether the United 
States should unilaterally cap its emissions of 
carbon dioxide [C02]. it is helpful to examine 
whether other industrial nations have limited or 
have agreed to limit their C02 emissions. 

As the following chart indicates, few industri
alized nations have binding C02 emission 
level targets. 

As an example, Japan, our biggest trade 
competitor, plans to rely heavily on nuclear 
power. Japan promises best efforts to meet a 
target of per capita stabilization by the year 
2000. This target is obviously not binding. Be
fore the United States considers a unilateral; 
finding cap on C02 emissions, we should ex
amine the effect this cap may have on our 
competitiveness with other nations which have 
not imposed binding caps on C02 emissions. 

The chart follows: 

Measures 

Australia ..... Stabilize C02 emissions by year 2000 at 
1988 level, reduce 20 percent by 2005. 

New Prime Minister stresses original 
caveats that target was interim plan
ning goal and cannot have net adverse 
impact on domestic economy or on 
external trade. Coal and oil are 84 per
cent of primary energy consumption. 
With highest unemployment since 
1930s, resources industry, United Mine 
Workers, and independent studies are 
focusing public attention on economic 
and employment aspects of stabiliza
tion/reduction target. 

Energy efficiency improvements are un
derway, including codes for new resi
dential and commercial buildings, an 
information kit for every household, 
new energy auditing program, advi
sory services on motor fuel efficiency 
to the commercial market, and im
proved energy management within 
the government. 

Austria ........ Reduce C02 emissions 20 percent from 
1988 level by 2005. 

Belgium ....... Reduce C02 emissions 5 percent from 

Canada 

1990 level by 2000. 

Stabilize greenhouse gas emissions, in
cluding C02. by 2000 at 1990 level. 

Actions are still in planning stage; no 
supporting analyses publicly available. 

Devolution of environmental regula
tions to regions complicates imple
mentation of national target policy
the regions have jurisdiction over en
ergy conservation. 

Energy-producing provinces are still 
wary of target. Green Plan measures 
aimed at emissions stabilization to be 
introduced gradually. Funding re
cently reduced for next two fiscal 
years. 

Possible new tariff structures for elec
tricity generation, vehicle registra
tion tax linked to fuel efficiency, and 
promotion of renewable energy tech
nologies are under review. Intermin
isterial working group is considering 
carbon tax, energy efficiency stand
ards for appliances, and changing mix 
of imported autos and trucks to re
duce gasoline consumption. 

National energy plan includes improved 
energy efficiency, using waste heat 
through industrial energy cogenera
tion, continued reliance on nuclear 
power for electricity, and reforest
ation. 

Green Plan includes standards for appli
ances and building construction, im
proved fuel standards for new motor 
vehicles, educational packets for com
mercial truck and auto drivers, tar
gets for each industrial sector, federal 
support for commercialization of 
biofuels and hydrogen fuel, and tree
planting. 
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Target 

Denmark ..... Reduce C02 emissions 20 percent from 
1988 level by 2005. Reduce transport 
sector C02 emissions 25 percent from 
1988 level before 2030. 

Finland ... .... . 

France ........ . 

Stabilize C02 emissions before year 2000 

Stabilize C02 emissions at 2 metric tons 
per capita by 2000. 

Germany . .. .. Reduce C02 emissions 25 percent from 
1987 level by 2005. 

Caveats/comments Measures 

Transport sector actions are still in New national carbon tax was planned 
planning stage. Chemical and trans- for 1 March 1992 and is awaiting EC 
port industries are concerned about Commission review-will cost house-
impact of carbon tax on Danish com- holders $15.85 per metric ton of C02 
petitiveness. each month this year, half that 

amount for industries starting next 
year. New standards have been adopt
ed for appliances and buildings, en
ergy efficiency financing, and expan
sion of industrial co-generation. The 
two electric utilities have signed 
agreement with government producer 
to switch from imported coal to natu
ral gas. Additional 100 megawatts of 
wind energy capacity are planned for 
1994. Investment in clean fuel buses 
and promotion of railways for freight 
transport is being considered. 

Most actions still in planning stage; no Carbon tax on non-transport fuels of 
supporting analyses publicly available. $6.25 per metric ton has been in place 

since 1990. Foreign Minister endorsed 
natural gas pipeline from Norwegian 
gas fields as alternative to fifth nu-

National target allows for growth of 
emissions above current level of 1.8 
metric tons per capita. Funding of 
ten-year Green Plan is stalled after 
earlier approval of Plan by par
liament. 

Federal Cabinet reconfirmed target last 
December, but recent study by Eco
nomics Ministry shows only 10 per
cent reduction possible by 2005. Trans
port Ministry argues that politically 
feasible measures may result in re
duction of C02 growth rate but not in 
absolute reduction of emissions. Gov
ernment debating speed limits on 
autobahn-a measure that enjoys pub
lic support but is resisted by auto/ 
truck industry. 

clear power plant. 
Adoption of EC-wide energy/carbon tax 

is priority goal. Nine additional nu
clear power plants are under construc
tion. The PSA Group-makers of 
Citroen, Peugeot-is marketing elec
tric cars subsidized by government. 

If EC-wide energy/carbon tax is not in 
place by mid-1993, Environment Min
istry plans to reconsider national sur
charge on C02 emissions by end of 
next year. Leaders proceeding with 
improved insulation and heating tech
nologies in existing buildings and 
higher standards for new buildings. 
Government recently signed accord 
with German coal companies to 
downsize subsidized coal industry
companies agreed to reduce current 
output 28.5 percent by 2005. Use of 
natural gas projected to increase. 

Greece ......... No national target, but Greece has en- Greek emissions can rise under EC bur- Government halts auto traffic in Ath
ens on heavy pollution days and is 
considering plans for wind and geo
thermal energy alternatives to fossil 
fuels. 

dorsad EC-wide target of C02 emis- den-sharing plan. 
sions stabilization by 2000 at 1990 level. 

Iceland ........ No national target ......... .............. ... .... .. . 

Ireland ......... No national target, but Ireland en-
dorsed EC-wide target of C02 emis
sions stabilization by 2000 at 1990 level. 

Italy ............ No national target, but Italy has en-
dorsed EC-wide target of C02 emis
sions stabilization by 2000 at 1990 level. 

Geothermal and hydro power take care 
of heating and electricity require
ments; only transport sector offers 
opportunity for reducing emissions, 
but government considers alternative 
fuels impractical. 

Irish emissions can rise under EC bur
den-sharing plan. 

Not clear whether Italian emissions can 
rise under EC burden-sharing plan. 
Italian parliament is opposed in prin
cipal to increased energy taxes with
out offsets. It prefers C02 stabiliza
tion through clean coal technologies, 
expanded natural gas imports from 
North Africa. Concerned about trade 
disadvantage from carbon tax unless 
non-EC OECD countries also adopt 
the tax. 

Energy efficiencies, further develop
ment of geothermal energy, and refor
estation being considered. 

National environmental action program 
includes energy conservation and en
ergy efficiency improvements. Natu
ral gas consumption projected to in
crease with pipeline connecting Ire
land to UK natural gas infrastructure. 

Government is debating EC energy/car
bon tax. National Energy Plan in
cludes new energy efficient building 
codes and public transport plans. En
vironment Ministry recently an
nounced 10 year environment plan in
cluding C02 emissions stabilization 
but plan lacks cost projections. Bolo
gna and Milan halt auto traffic on 
heavy pollution days. 
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Japan 

Luxembourg 

Netherlands 

New Zealand 

Norway ....... . 

Target 

Stabilize per capita C02 emissions by 
2000 at 1990 level. 

No national target, but Luxembourg 
has endorsed EC-wide target of C02 
emissions stabilization by 2000 at 1990 
level. 

Stabilize C02 emissions by 1995 at 1989-
1990 level, reduce 3-5 percent by 2000. 

Reduce C02 emissions 20 percent from 
1990 level by 2005. 

Stablize C02 emissions by 2000 at 1989 
level. 

Portugal No national target, but Portugal has 
endorsed EC-wide target of C02 emis
sions stabilization by 2000 at 1990 level. 

Spain ........... No national target, but Spain has en-
dorsed EC-wide target of C02 emis
sions stabilization by 2000 at 1990 level. 

Sweden .. .... .. Restrict greenhouse gases in all sectors 
to reduce emissions by 2000 compared 
to current level. 

Caveats/comments 

Promises "best efforts" to meet target. 
Environment Agency study found C02 
emissions rose 3.5 percent in 1990---the 
base year-suggesting difficulty of 
meeting target. Cabinet decided to 
lower energy taxes for 1992 fiscal 
year-special petroleum tax that had 
funded part of Japan's contribution to 
Gulf War expired in March. Recent 
nuclear power plant accident in
creased public pressure for alternative 
energy technologies and has posed 
problems for climate strategy heavily 
dependent on new nuclear plant con
struction. 

Opposes carbon tax because of high per 
capita energy consumption. 

Economics Ministry is concerned about 
risks of unilateral carbon tax for do
mestic industries on top of current 
fuel levy ($3 per barrel oil equivalent). 
Politicians and industry leaders have 
recently warned of need to avoid cre
ating conditions that lead to export of 
industries and jobs when dealing with 
environmental problems. New report 
is expected on potential impacts of in
creased energy/carbon taxes for in
come distribution, purchasing power, 
and employment. 

Government is keeping target but re
cently described target as " ... goal 
to aim at". 

Government study last year showed 
unilateral action would significantly 
reduce GDP, non-oil exports, and in
dustrial income. Energy-intensive in
dustries oppose more energy taxes. 
Planned development of Heidrun oil 
field and associated methanol plant 
will add to C02 emissions. 

Portuguese emissions can rise under EC 
burden-sharing plan. New coal-fired 
power plant will boost emissions. 

Spanish emissions can rise under EC 
burden-sharing plan. Government has 
extended moratorium on new nuclear 
power plant construction. New coal
fired power plant will boost emissions. 

New energy plan last year dropped ear
lier C02 emissions stabilization tar- · 
get. Industries oppose continuation of 
carbon tax on households, transport, 
and several industrial energy users, 
believing tax hurts trade competitive
ness. 
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Measures 

Debate continues on national carbon 
tax. Finance Ministry is considering 
environment tax on oil-rate to be set 
by sliding scale according to level of 
C02 emissions produced by grades of 
oil. The Ministry of Industry and 
Trade is promoting energy conserva
tion measures for Japanese buildings, 
appliance efficiency improvements, 
natural gas imports from Siberia, and 
100-year plan for new technology al
ternatives to fossil fuels. Auto indus
try is improving motor vehicle effi
ciency. 

Campaign to increase consumer aware
ness of energy efficiency is underway. 
Government is encouraging direct 
grants to homeowners for efficiency 
improvements in existing buildings, 
to small businesses for financing en
ergy audits, and to plants for install
ing heat pumps and systems for indus
trial energy co-generation. 

Government is still embroiled in carbon 
tax controversy. Environment Min
istry proposes to offset tax by reduc
ing income and business taxes. Min
istry also wants to reduce coal con
sumption, tighten utility plant emis
sions, curb auto traffic, and negotiate 
environmental goals with chemical 
and metallurgical industries. Existing 
high fuel sales taxes and· annual vehi
cle taxes encourage small car pur
chases. Government is introducing 
new building and appliance efficiency 
standards. Natural gas infrastructure 
drawing on large Dutch gas reserves 
facilitates fuel-switching. 

Environment Ministry report is ex
pected to focus on energy conserva
tion and efficiency improvements. 

Carbon tax on emissions from Nor
wegian North Sea oil and gas produc
tion platforms remains. Carbon tax 
was also added last year to existing 
taxes on gasoline and fuel oil. Con
servation planned to reduce energy 
consumption in residential and com
mercial buildings. Recent energy law 
that deregulates electricity market is 
expected to increase energy effi
ciency. 

Energy policy objectives include gov
ernment promotion of improved en
ergy efficiency. 

Government adopted national energy 
plan last July calling for diversifying 
energy sources away from coal and oil 
to natural gas. Imports of Dutch and 
Algerian natural gas projected to dou
ble. Major effort is underway to de
velop clean coal technologies. Plan 
encourages energy savings through in
dustrial energy co-generation. 

Carbon tax on consumer use of fossil 
fuels has been in place since January 
1991; exempts large-scale electricity 
producers, but Environment Ministry 
recently proposed taxing electricity 
generation. Government has post
poned timetable for dismantling nu
clear power plants. Emphasis is on en
ergy conservation, alcohol fuels for 
motor vehicles (using Swedish agri
cultural products), industrial energy 
co-generation, and large-scale wind 
power. Natural gas imports from Nor
way and Russia still an option. 
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Target Caveats/comments Measures 

Switzerland Energy 2000 program adopted last year Only gradual curbing of growth in elec- Government is debating national C02 
tax proposed by Interior Ministry; 
Federal Council has not yet taken a 
position and a popular referendum 
may be needed to enact the tax. May 
1991 Federal decree requires metering 
of hot water consumption, appliance 
and vehicle efficiencies, industrial en
ergy co-generation, financial incen
tives for alternative energy tech
nologies, and cantonal speed limits. 
While 10-year moratorium on new nu
clear energy projects continues, Gov
ernment wants existing nuclear power 
plants to increase output by 10 per
cent. 

set goals for stabilization of C02 emis- tricity sector emissions is expected 
sions from electricity and fossil fuel even with reinforced conservation. 
consumption by 2000 at 1990 level. 

Turkey .. ...... No national target ................. .... ....... ... .. Plans new coal-fired power plants ...... .. . Sixth Five Year Plan includes policies 
that affect emissions such as in
creased emphasis on energy efficiency 
and more use of natural gas in elec
tricity generation and residential 
heating. 

United King- Stabilize C~ emissions by 2005 at 1990 Former Environment Secretary has in- Former Energy Secretary indicated 
two-fifths of target would be achieved 
through greater energy efficiency. 
Government has plans for reducing 
energy consumption in government 
buildings, industrial energy co-gen
eration, grants to local authorities to 
improve energy efficiency in low-in
come housing, speed limiting devices 
to be installed in heavy trucks, and 
public information on vehicle fuel ef
ficiency . Government is debating 
whether to emphasize Energy Con
servation Trust or expanded natural 
gas consumption from North Sea re
serves. Report on strategy for renew
able energy is to be published in 1992. 

dom. level. dicated UK willingness to move target 
date "to aim at" forward to 2000 but 
achieving target depends on non-EC 
countries taking similar action. Re
cent update of environmental policy 
white paper said Government has no 
early plans for taxes to raise price of 
energy outside the transport sector. 

MIAMI'S COLOMBIAN AMERICAN 
CHAMBER HIGHLIGHTS THE IM
PORTANCE OF OUR TIES TO CO
LOMBIA 

HON. ILEANA ROS.LEHTINEN 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 5, 1992 
Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, it is my 

great pleasure to recognize the Colombian 
American Chamber of Commerce and Greater 
Miami which has greatly assisted both the 
United States and Colombia with its important 
effort to strengthen relations between our two 
nations during the last 15 years. 

The chamber's membership includes rep
resentatives of government agencies which 
promote foreign trade, banking, manufacturing, 
airlines, and the shipping industry; as well as 
purchasing agents and professionals in other 
fields related to commerce. Among the cham
ber's objectives are the promotion of United 
States Colombian trade relations between its 
members and similar organizations, Colom
bia's reputation in the United States, and the 
principles of free enterprise and individuals 
rights. 

The chamber has sponsored many events 
including a recent luncheon-conference at the 
Intercontinental Hotel in Miami last month. The 
conference featured Colombia's Minister of 
Foreign Trade, Juan Manuel Santos who 
spoke on "Colombia: Transformation toward 
the next century." 

Another important project of the chamber 
was its study of Colombia's economic impact. 
The 1990 study of the 1 00 Colombian compa
nies in Florida showed that they provided indi
rect employment to 168,000 individuals with a 
payroll of $277 million. The study also re
vealed that Colombia-after Brazil and Ven
ezuela-is Florida's third largest trading part
ner, with more than 7 percent of the total ex
ports shipped to 168 different countries. Co
lombia also contributes 5 percent of Florida's 
total imports to 167 different countries, placing 
fifth in imports to Florida after Japan, Brazil, 
Germany, and Venezuela. 

I extend my sincere hope for the chamber's 
continued success, and special thanks to its 
president, Cesar Echeverri. 

I would also like to take this opportunity to 
thank the following individuals on the cham
ber's board of directors: Eucario Bermudez, 
vice president; Julio Rojas, vice president; 
Eduardo Castro, vice president; Fernando 
Munera, secretary; Maria Clara Ospina; treas
urer; Armando Jose Diaz, director; Hernan 
Navia, director; Mauricio Cano, director; Alvaro 
Diago, director; Eduardo Meia, director; 
Franciso Piedrahita, director; and Jacabo 
Tovar, director. 

CONGRESSMAN KILDEE SALUTES 
SENATOR JOE AND MARY CONROY 

HON. DALE E. KILDEE 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 5, 1992 

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Speaker, I rise before you 
today to pay tribute to my dear friends, Sen
ator Joe and Mary Conroy. It has been my 
pleasure to work with the Conroys over the 
years on the many crucial health issues 
effecting Michigan residents. Senator Conroy 
and his wife, Mary, have devoted many hours 
educating the community on the hazards of 
cigarette smoking. For this reason, on May 7, 
1992, they will be recognized by the American 
Lung Association of Genesee Valley as the 
1992 Health Advocates of the Year. 

I have known Joe for many, many years 
through his outstanding service as a tireless 
elected official. He has served three terms in 
the State house of representatives and two 
terms in the senate. Ten of his fourteen years 
in the Michigan State Legislature have been 
spent as a member of the appropriations com
mittee. This committee administers the budg
ets for K-12 education and social services, 
alone representing 80 percent of the State's 
budget, as well as other departmental budg
ets. 

Joe is a member of the committee on higher 
education and technology and has served on 
several subcommittees including the mental 
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health, public health, social services, State po
lice and military affairs subcommittees, and 
most recently the K-12 school aid and edu
cation subcommittees. Senator Conroy is also 
a member of the human services committee 
and the health committee under the national 
conference of State legislatures. Of the many 
contributions Senator Conroy has made to the 
State of Michigan, he is probably best known 
for his tireless efforts, both on and off the sen
ate floor, to protect the rights of nonsmokers. 

Senator Conroy supported the Michigan 
Clean Indoor Air Act, which protects non
smokers from the hazards of secondhand 
smoke. He is also a supporter of the Tobacco 
Youth Protection Act, which reduces youth ac
cess to tobacco products. Senator Conroy 
serves as a spokesperson for the American 
Lung Association on health issues. His wife 
Mary, currently serving her third term as the 
Secretary of the American Lung Association of 
Genesee Valley, is an equally strong advocate 
of nonsmokers rights. 

A member of the American Lung Associa
tion board of directors since 1981 , Mary 
Conroy has served continuously on the pro
gram committee and has chaired a variety of 
committees including the awards dinner, nomi
nating, fund development, speakers bureau, 
and executive committees. She has been in
strumental in greatly expanding program deliv
ery, especially school health .programs, over 
the past decade. Her remarkable achieve
ments led to her recognition as the 1990 
American Lung Association Board Member of 
the Year. 

Mary Conroy is a graduate of Mercy College 
with a bachelor of science in nursing. She is 
the project coordinator in the office of health 
education at St. Joseph Hospital. She was the 
director of nursing at Genesee Memorial Hos
pital from 1978 to 1990 and was a faculty 
member at both the St. Joseph School of 
Nursing and Mott Community College from 
1956 to 1978. 

Senator Conroy and Mary have five chil
dren, Colleen, Kevin, Kelly, Tim, and Christine. 

Mr. Speaker, it is my great honor to rise be
fore you and my fellow Members of Congress 
to honor Senator Joe and Mary Conroy. To
gether they continue to work to protect the 
health of Americans today and in the years to 
come. 

THE IMPACT OF THE RODNEY 
KING CASE 

HON. BENJAMIN A. GILMAN 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 5, 1992 
Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, the domestic vio

lence which rendered Los Angeles, CA, a 
bloody battleground over the past 5 days has 
left nearly 60 dead, over 2,000 injured, and 
thousands arreste~the worst domestic vio
lence to take place in the United States during 
the 20th century. In addition, property losses 
may very well be measured in the billions. 

Mr. Speaker, when our Nation was racked 
by racial riots during the 1960's, many of us 
asked: "Why"? Studies were made of the root 
causes of the unrest and we vowed as a peo-
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pie to rectify the situation and to remove the 
root causes of rioting, so that this lawlessness 
with the appalling and unforgivable destruction 
of lives and property would never recur. Yet it 
did indeed recur again this year, some 25 
years later, with an outrage and a fury that 
surprised even the most pessimistic observ
ers. 

In 1967, in the wake of the violent disorder 
which rocked American cities and climaxed in 
the great Detroit riot that summer, President 
Lyndon Johnson appointed an advisory com
mission to explain what happened, why it hap
pened, and what could be done to prevent it 
from happening again. The final report of the 
Kerner Commission, "The National Advisory 
Commission on Civil Disorders," advised us 
that "our Nation is moving toward two soci
eties, one black, one white-separate and 
unequal • * *. Discrimination and segregation 
have long permeated much of American life; 
they now threaten the future of every Amer
ican." 

Mr. Speaker, for a quarter of a century, a 
full generation, many Americans have worked 
hard to bring our two societies closer together, 
to end the discrimination and segregation in 
our society and in our minds. The events of 
the past week have taught us all that little has 
in fact been accomplished. 

Mr. Speaker, we all deplore the senseless 
rioting which has laid waste to major portions 
of Los Angeles, and has cost the lives of so 
many innocent people and such extensive de
struction and looting of property. This spree of 
anarchy accomplished nothing positive and 
must be condemned as having no place in a 
civilized society. What is especially appalling 
is that members of other minority groups have 
been targeted by. black racism, seeking a 
scapegoat to redress its own grievances. The 
1930's in Germany have taught the world an 
indelible lesson where such scapegoatism can 
lead. 

However, we also deplore those who cannot 
perceive the connection between the rioting 
and the Rodney King verdict. Those com
mentators who state that the King verdict was 
just an excuse for hooliganism have tragically 
missed the point. 

For a quarter century, as our Nation has 
lurched toward its goal of equality for all under 
the law, we urged minorities who had been 
victimized by intolerance in the past to let the 
system work. We have revised our laws to af
ford equal opportunity and equal justice for all 
in an endeavor to make our system more 
workable. 

When the sickening video of Rodney King's 
beating was released by the news media, the 
vast majority of Americans were appalled by 
the vicious inhumanity it depicted. However, 
there were no riots in the streets. Instead, the 
American people, with full confidence in our 
criminal justice system, waited for what we 
were confident would be a just verdict. 

Regrettably, as we all know now, that ap
palling verdict was a travesty of justice. Incon
ceivably, the jury somehow had been con
vinced that Mr. King's actions and demeanor 
upon his apprehension somehow justified the 
cruel and unrestrained beating to which he 
was subjected. 

Mr. Speaker, we recognize there may be in
stances when physical force is an unfortunate 
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but necessary tool of law enforcement. But, 
Mr. Speaker, at the time the video camcorder 
was recording this event, Mr. King was lying 
face down on the ground. Whether or not he 
was previously a threat to the law enforcement 
officials is known only in their hearts and Mr. 
King's. But can there be any doubt that, during 
the duration of the time all America and the 
world viewed his beating on video tape, he 
was no threat? It was obvious to the viewer 
that the unrestrained police force was exces
sive and was criminal. 

During the 1950's and 1960's, our Nation 
became accustomed to hearing local and 
State juries refusing to convict individuals who 
perpetrated crimes against minorities. It is for 
this very reason that Congress passed Fed
eral civil rights laws allowing our Justice De
partment to prosecute such cases. 

That is what should be done in this case. 
The President correctly pointed out during his 
address on Friday night that this process has 
not concluded. It is now incumbent upon our 
Justice Department to pursue the compelling 
national interest and prosecute the civil rights 
aspects of this case. 

William Raspberry, a highly respected Afro
American columnist, draws a parallel between 
the Los Angeles rioters and "a berserk man 
whose rage is triggered by his having been re
minded, once again, that he doesn't matter. 
Such a man is likely to do great damage, most 
of it close to home, not because he expects 
any good to come of it but because they only 
time he seems to matter is when he is vio
lent." 

It is crucial that all Americans understand 
the root causes of this outbreak of rioting this 
venting of anger. The violence in Los Angeles 
and, to a lesser degree, in many cities 
throughout our Nation was not triggered by 
any readily discernable set of demands or po
litical agenda. Apparently, the flash point came 
when the Rodney King verdict was perceived 
by black Americans as a signal that they are 
simply unimportant-unimportant in the politi
cal spectrum, unimportant in the job market, 
unimportant in our system of justice. 

Mr. Speaker, we must not allow the percep
tion to prevail. We must provide more opportu
nities for our young people, a fair chance at 
the starting line, and a vested interest in our 
system. We must not only send a signal that 
black Americans, like all Americans, do mat
ter, but we must also fulfill that promise. 

For the day when we allow the perception 
that anyone in our Nation doesn't matter any
more, then our entire Nation doesn't matter. 

Meg Greenfield, another highly respected 
journalist, articulates a ray of hope as she 
points out that "what is different now from 25 
years ago is that, discouraging as our failures 
are, there is at least the opportunity now to re
verse them. It will be an unspeakable travesty, 
if, for any reason, especially reasons of quick 
and dirty political exploitation and gain, the 
white political leadership of this country does 
not bolster, support and work with the growing 
cadre of black professionals, entrepreneurs, 
laborers, social workers and public officials 
who can help us begin to do what must be 
done." 

Mr. Speaker, let us reach out to all Ameri
cans. Let us isolate the Rodney King verdict 
as the aberration that it is and let us move to-
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ward a society which believes in and imple
ments our noble ideals of "liberty and justice 
for all." 

H.R. 5066, THE 
SOUND WATER 
SEARCH ACT 

LONG ISLAND 
QUALITY RE-

HON. JAMFS H. SCHEUER 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, MayS, 1992 

Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Speaker, today I am in
troducing legislation authorizing the Long Is
land Sound Office of the Environmental Pro
tection Administration to conduct research on 
unsolved issues impacting the health of the 
Long Island Sound. 

Long Island Sound is an estuary of national 
importance. It is a place of great natural beau
ty, full of history and wildlife. Like the Chesa
peake Bay and many of our Nation's magnifi
cent, larger estuaries, it provides a place of 
recreation for swimming and boating. It is also 
the source of livelihood for the region's 
baymen. Yet, the sound's once pristine waters 
are struggling for survival. "No swimming 
signs" plague its shores and prime areas of its 
$30 million a year fishing industry are too con
taminated to harvest. 

This January, the Subcommittee on the En
vironment of the Science, Space, and Tech
nology Committee, which I chair, held a field 
hearing on Long Island Sound to review the 
water quality and the research needs of the 
region. The witnesses at this hearing stressed 
that the most significant and obvious affliction 
in the sound is the annual loss of dissolved 
oxygen in bottom waters caused by an over
load of nitrogen. The testimony revealed that 
although we know the major problem in the 
sound, we, unfortunately, do not yet know the 
best solution. 

To indicate the difficulty of solving this prob
lem, one only need look next door to the ex
ample of the Chesapeake Bay. In 1987, the 
States bordering the Bay pledged to reduce 
nitrogen loadings by 40 percent. Despite this 
pledge, levels of nitrogen for some unknown 
reason have actually increased in the Chesa
peake Bay over the last 5 years. Obviously, 
the best solutions for reducing nitrogen in the 
Chesapeake Bay are complex. 

Similarly, the policy committee of the Long 
Island Sound study recently voted to imple
ment a freeze on discharges of nitrogen. This 
policy is a good one, but, as seen in the ex
ample of the Chesapeake, the effective imple
mentation of just such a policy is difficult as 
well as costly. The legislation that I am intro
ducing today will assist in developing the best 
methods for implementing a nitrogen freeze in 
the Long Island region and in the regions of 
our Nation's other major estuaries. 

First, the bill authorizes demonstration 
projects to identify innovative "least-cost" 
technologies for the removal of nitrogen at 
sewage treatment plants. Presently, the re
moval of nitrogen at publicly owned treatment 
plants is incredibly expensive; yet, potentially 
significant innovations in such technology 
exist. The low-cost nutrient removal and water 
conservation technologies that will be tested 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

under this legislation would prove beneficial 
not only in the sound but throughout the estu
aries on the Atlantic and gulf coasts, as all of 
these regions similarly are plagued by the 
overenrichment of nitrogen. 

The bill also authorizes a restoration pro
gram for degraded wetlands and mudflats. 
The restoration of wetlands is probably the 
most effective technique for reducing nitrogen 
on a broad scale and for maintaining a bal
anced ecosystem. In part for these reasons, 
the National Academy of Sciences recently 
called for the restoration of 1 0 million acres of 
wetlands in the United States in this decade. 
By establishing a pilot wetland restoration pro
gram, this bill would assist in meeting this goal 
as well as in furthering the cleanup of the 
Long Island Sound. 

Additionally, the bill calls on the EPA to 
identify economically efficient cleanup meth
ods for runoff sources which are not yet sub
ject to pollution control measures. As part of 
its nonpoint source program, the bill further di
rects the Long Island Sound office of the EPA 
to undertake the creation of a Long Island 
Sound drainage area data base and land use 
model. This data base will evaluate foresee
able demographic trends in the region and will 
assist localities in planning both new develop
ments and improvements in water quality. 

In closing, this bill should be viewed as a 
companion piece of research legislation to the 
Long Island Sound demonstration bill, H.R. 
3660. The Long Island Sound demonstration 
bill, which was introduced by Mr. MRAZEK and 
Mr. SHAYS, authorizes the remediation and 
cleanup of designated harbors and bays within 
the drainage area of the Long Island Sound. 
Both bills are vitally needed if we are to re
store and maintain the health of the Long Is
land Sound and to restore and maintain the 
health of all of our Nation's major estuaries. I 
urge my colleagues to cosponsor this bill, to
gether with H.R. 3660, in order to ensure the 
sensible implementation of a long-range res
toration plan for the Long Island Sound. 

IN MEMORY OF CHARLES ANDREW 
CHAPPELLE 

HON. JUUAN C. DIXON 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, MayS, 1992 

Mr. DIXON. Mr. Speaker, it is with sadness 
that 1, rise today to ask my colleagues to join 
me in acknowledging the passing of my dear 
friend, Charles Andrew Chappelle. 

A native of St. Louis, MO, he was known af
fectionately to his friends as Chappie. He set
tled in the Los Angeles area during the 1940's 
where he worked as a mechanic and tow truck 
operator for Colliau Chevrolet Co. in Pasa
dena, where he ultimately became an extraor
dinarily successful sales manager until his re
tirement. 

Above all, Chappie was a deeply committed 
family man who considered his community as 
his extended family. It was his devotion to his 
community that led him to take a special inter
est over the years in encouraging a number of 
young people, such as myself, to seek careers 
in public service. He was always there to offer 
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sage advice; always there to roll up his 
sleeves and lend a hand; always there when 
you needed someone in your corner. 

We are selfish at the death of a friend. We 
count our grief more than we consider their re
lief. We also recognize that we must endure, 
and it is that recognition that causes us to 
search for purpose or meaning in death. 

Allow me to suggest that in Chappie's death 
we should rejoice and be happy; happy for 
Chappie's relief from pain; happy because he 
lead a rich and full life. A well traveled man for 
all seasons, he was respected in business, 
and possessed a zest for living that rewarded 
him with many loyal friends. 

I believe that were Chappie consoling us 
today, he would do so by admonishing us to 
protect our friendships for they are a great 
treasure of life. There is a poem that says: 
Around the corner I have a friend, 
In this great city that has no end; 
Yet days go by, and weeks rush on, 
And before I know it a year is gone, 
And I never see my old friend's face, 
For life is a swift and terrible race. 
He knows I like him just as well. 
As in the days when I rang his bell 
And he rang mine. We were younger then, 
And now we are busy, tired men; 
Tired with trying to make a name. 
"Tomorrow," I say, "I will call on Jim, 
Just to show that I'm thinking of him." 
But tomorrow comes-and tomorrow goes, 
And the distance between us grows and 

grows. 
Around the corner-yet miles away ... 
"Here's a telegram, sir ... " 
And that's what we get, and deserve in the 

end; 
Around the corner, a vanished friend." 

Protecting friendships is a living tribute to 
Chappie's life. Let us rejoice, for Chappie 
Chappelle shall have eternal love from those 
he loved, and his soul has found peace. 

Mr. Speaker, I know my colleagues join me 
in offering our sincere condolences to Chap
pie's wife, Karen; daughter, Arleta; sons, 
Charles Andrew and Gordon; brothers, Elder 
Leroy and David; sister, May; aunts, Willie and 
Gertrude; six grandchildren, four great grand
children, a host of nieces and nephews, and 
many, many friends. 

CLARKE C. "CASEY" NICKERSON 
NAMED NEW ENGLAND SMALL 
BUSINESS PERSON OF THE YEAR 

HON. DICK SWElT 
OF NEW HAMPSHIRE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, MayS, 1992 
Mr. SWETT. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 

pay tribute to Clarke C. "Casey" Nickerson, of 
Gilford, NH, this year's winner of the New 
England Small Business Person of the Year 
award. 

Mr. Nickerson, who owns and operate Nick
erson Assembly Co. in Tilton, NH, was chosen 
to receive the award by a subcommittee of the 
New Hampshire Small Business Advisory 
Council. 

Mr. Speaker, Mr. Nickerson founded his 
business in 1976 and it has prospered since, 
even during the recession that my region has 
suffered through during the last few years. 



May 5, 1992 
Nickerson Assembly Co. has earned its reJ:r 

utation as one of the top suppliers of cable as
semblies in New England, employing 39 peo
ple and generating projected sales of $3 mil
lion in 1992. 

Mr. Speaker, the Nickerson Assembly Co. 
was praised as "an excellent example of the 
strength, perseverance and quality of the 
small business sector in our state," by Small 
Business Administration District Director Wil
liam Phillips. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues to join me 
in paying tribute to Clarke C. "Casey" Nick
erson, New England's Small Business Person 
of the Year. 

THE UNITED BLACK FUND CELE
BRATES 20 YEARS OF MEETING 
UNMET NEEDS 

HON. RONALD V. DEilUMS 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 5, 1992 

Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, I once again 
rise to enthusiastically salute the excellent 
service provided by the United Black Fund 
[UBF]. On June 19, 1992, the UBF will spon
sor the 20th Annual Victory Luncheon. 

Each year I commend UBF for its commit
ment to improve the quality of life for District 
of Columbia residents and African-Americans 
throughout the country. And each year, I at
tempt to tie the theme of your luncheon with 
the real situation facing African-Americans at 
the time. This year, because of the recent inci
dents surrounding the Rodney King verdict, I 
believe it is important to salute and honor 
what the UBF contributes to the African-Amer
ican community. 

I cannot get the recent pictures of burning 
buildings and the pain and agony of people af
fected by the disturbances in Los Angeles and 
other cities out of my mind. As I listened to 
pundits articulate their rationale for the so
called · riots, I could not help but think that the 
policy of benign neglect is responsible for the 
recent disturbances. Calvin, you know, as I 
do, how the last three administrations have 
severely cut funds intended for programs in 
our communities. 

In light of the above situation, the services 
of the UBF become even more critical. The 
fact that the UBF provides a beacon of hope 
for community organizations to receive funding 
with no strings attached, is very important. As 
national leaders look around for solutions to 
the critical problems in African-American com
munities, the UBF shines with great promise. 
It is my understanding that the UBF currently 
provides annual funds for over 70 community 
organizations and emergency funds for count
less others in the Washington, DC, area. In 
addition, the UBF supports many programs in 
other cities. These funds help community 
groups provide valuable services to those in 
need. 

I am asking that my colleagues join me in 
recognizing the valuable contributions of Dr. 
Rolark and the UBF. I am hopeful that in 
these sensitive times the UBF will continue to 
flourish and meet the unmet needs of those 
most deserving. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

SAFER DRIVERS 

HON. GLENN M. ANDERSON 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 5, 1992 
Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Speaker, the issue of 

truck safety may be obscure to most Ameri
cans, but it is one in which I have long been 
interested and active: Throughout my long in
volvement with the trucking industry I have 
been impressed with the commitment of indi
vidual companies and drivers to safety. This 
commitment has paid off in an ever improving 
safety record. We have seen highway fatalities 
involving trucks decrease each year for a dec
ade. As the article below states quite clearly, 
most accidents on the road are not due to 
poor maintenance or faulty equipment, but re
sult from human error. While the overwhelm
ing majority of truckers are excellent drivers, 
there are a few drivers who could stand some 
improvement or are not suited for this de
manding profession. With this concern in 
mind, Congress passed the Commercial Motor 
Vehicle Safety Act in 1986. This law mandates 
that all commercial drivers must pass a written 
safety test. I enclose the following Journal of 
Commerce editorial from April 24 of this year 
because I think it correctly points out the im
portance of that act in improving safety on our 
Nation's roads. I want to salute the administra
tion and the trucking industry for their commit
ment to and efforts toward making the roads 
a safer place. We can and must keep improv
ing, but we're headed in the right direction. 

[From the Journal of Commerce, Apr. 24, 
1992] 

SAFER DRIVERS 

How safe are truck drivers? Safer, it seems 
than they've been, but not as safe as they're 
likely to be. 

The reason for the optimism is an obscure 
1986 law intended to rid the highways of dan
gerous truckers. By most measures, the law 
is working well-better, in fact than most 
thought it would. With Congress and the ad
ministration under attack for do-nothing 
policies, it's encouraging to see that on this 
issue, at least, they 've done things right. 

The six-year old Commercial Motor Vehi
cle Safety Act required the nation's 5 million 
truck drivers to pass written safety test
and in some cases a road test as well-by 
April 1 of this year. Those that couldn't 
would be told to find another job. The law 
also included stiff new penalties to ground 
drivers guilty of serious highway violations. 

There was good reason to wonder if the law 
would work. Trucking is made up mostly of 
small, scattered businesses. Finding truck
ers, let alone testing them, figured to be dif
ficult. But through April 11, 5.3 million driv
ers had been tested and issued a new, feder
ally approved commercial driver's license. 

Truck safety debates, which crop up every 
few years, tend to focus on two issues; the 
size of trucks, and how well they 're main
tained. As important as those issues are, 
they ignore the fact that only 5% to 10% of 
truck accidents are caused by mechanical 
defects. Driver error is more often the cause. 

The states, which license car and truck 
drivers, had done a generally dismal job of 
certifying trucker safety through the mid-
1980s. Twenty states essentially required 
nothing more than a passenger car license to 
drive a big rig. Only 12 states tested truckers 

10257 
in the type of vehicle they planned to drive. 
Beyond that, rogue drivers could easily ob
tain licenses from several states to spread 
out highway violations and conceal their 
records. 

Congress began to change all of that in 
1986. With the support of the administration, 
most states and the trucking industry, law
makers required all truck drivers to obtain a 
state-issued, but federally certified, commer
cial driver's license. That meant all drivers 
had to pass a written test; those without re
cent experience and a clean driving record 
were ordered to take a road test as well. 

It's difficult to know for sure how much of 
a difference the new licensing program has 
made, although truck safety overall seems to 
have improved in the 1980s. Data from the 
Department of Transportation's Fatal Acci
dent Reporting System shows fatalities per 
100 million truck miles traveled fell from 6 
in 1977 to 3.7 in 1989. In fact, the fatality rate 
has dropped every year for the past decade. 

Numbers aside, the law has done four 
things that will make highways safer; forced 
older drivers to re-learn rusty skills; 
squeezed some of the worst offenders out of 
the business; established tough but fair pen
alties for those who speed, tailgate, drive 
recklessly and use alcohol; and required both 
written and road tests for all new drivers. 

Even the trucking industry's severest crit
ics seem to think the new testing and licens
ing program is worthwhile. Citizens for Reli
able and Safe Highways, a Joan Claybrook
led group, told Congress in February the pro
gram " can elevate truck operating safety to 
a new level through proper implementation. " 
To make the program work better, the group 
is recommending tougher training and test
ing standards for those who drive double
and triple-trailer rigs. 

The truck safety problem isn 't going away. 
Over time, trucks have been getting longer 
and heavier as cars have become lighter. In 
1990, medium-sized and larger trucks were in
volved in 4,761 fatal accidents. But the new 
licensing law is an important first step to
ward upgrading the skills of those who drive 
heavy rigs. If the states strictly enforce the 
new law, there's reason to believe highway 
safety will only improve. 

TRIBUTE TO NATIONAL TEACHER 
DAY 

HON. JAMES A. TRAflCANT, JR. 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday , May 5, 1992 

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, I rise here 
today to pay tribute to all the men and women 
who educate arid guide our students. Today, 
May 5, is National Teacher Day, and I would 
like to recognize educators everywhere. 

Mr. Speaker, teachers help to transform 
lives through their critical roles in the schools 
of this Nation. Without teachers, doors of OfT 
portunity would be closed, and students would 
never develop their full potential. The teachers 
of America try to make learning meaningful for 
students from all walks of life. Despite the raJ:r 
idly changing world and increasingly competi
tive technological society, our teachers have 
been able to execute their jobs without fail. 

Mr. Speaker, teachers inspire young minds 
to think and create. Everyone of us here today 
has had one teacher who played an important 
role in his or her own development. Today I 
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want us all to remember those who sacrificed 
so much so that our impressionable minds 
would develop. 

So it gives me great pleasure to rise here 
today, Mr. Speaker, to honor all those teach
ers who transform lives. 

DAYTON COMPANY WINS 
MANUFACTURING AWARD 

HON. TONY P. HAIL 
OF OHIO 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 5, 1992 

Mr. HALL of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, too often, 
we only hear about the poor quality of U.S. 
manufacturing, especially compared with our 
overseas competitors. However, many manu
facturing companies in my district are second 
to none in quality. One of those companies, 
Crowe Industries, Inc., of Dayton, OH, recently 
received quality and delivery awards from 
Honda of America. Crowe Industries is one of 
about 200 original parts and material suppliers 
to Honda. 

Crowe's attention to quality and customer 
satisfaction could be a model for improving 
competitiveness among U.S. manufacturing 
companies. For the benefit of my colleagues, 
I present an article on the award from the April 
12, 1992 issue of the Dayton Daily News: 

[Text follows] 
[From the Dayton Daily News, Apr. 12, 1992] 
DAYTON'S CROWE INDUSTRIES TuRNS CONCEPT 

INTO BIG WIN 

(By Greg Stricharchuk) 
The men in bright white jumpsuits and 

caps moved through the East Dayton manu
facturing plant like an amoeba. 

From time-to-time this mass-actually 
representatives from Honda-poked into 
nooks and crannies to make calculations, to 
collect data, to check on this or that manu
facturing process. 

"They always come in gangs," said Jamie 
King, chief executive and president of Crowe 
industries Inc. 

King, an accountant/consultant entre
preneur who purchased Crowe nearly four 
years ago, beamed as the Honda amoeba 
rolled by, and for good reason. 

Honda of America Manufacturing Inc. had 
just named the small auto parts supplier (it 
has 40 employees and sales of about S3 mil
lion) a quality and delivery awards winner 
for 1992. 

Crowe's distinctions are noteworthy. No 
other Dayton area company snared two 
awards; Honda said it picked its winners 
from its 246 North American suppliers. 

The quality award alone meant that Crowe 
had a rejection rate of less than 80 parts per 
million and scored 100 percent on-time deliv
ery. 

The story behind Crowe Industries' success 
is a case study in what it will take to thrive 
as an automotive parts supplier in the 1990s 
and beyond, particularly as General Motors 
Corp. downsizes. 

To survive, some regional auto suppliers to 
GM probably are going to be forced to estab
lish relationships with Honda similar to the 
one King has nurtured. 

Her company's GM orders have all but 
dried up, said King above the din of hammer
ing and steel being cut. 

What's the secret of Crowe's success? 
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Teamwork, said 38-year-old King as she es

corted a visitor through her plant at 216 S. 
Torrence St. 

Not everyone has bought into the team 
concept, King acknowledged. But the cre
ation of teams has brought a healthy dose of 
tension to the plant. 

"It's caused some competition between 
(manufacturing) lines," said Donna Sebas
tian, 31, a team leader. The shop's manufac
turing lines, she said, compete on everything 
from the speed of shi·pments to safety and 
cleanliness. 

Moreover, Crowe-partly because of its re
lationship with Honda-has re-emphasized 
customers' needs. 

"We either do good workmanship or we 
won't be here," explained Ofelia Lopez, who 
assembles wheel hubs that Crowe makes for 
Honda. "We try not to make mistakes," she 
said, because they could lead to the loss of 
contracts and jobs. 

King, previously a senior manager at the 
accounting firm Ernst & Young in Dayton, 
said working with Honda "is a constant re
minder that you have to serve the cus
tomer." 

It's easy, she said, for companies to be
come bogged down in day-to-day business de
cisions and to forget about the customer. 

But Honda can't be ignored. There are 
days, King said, when she receives phone 
calls from up to seven Honda representa
tives. And that doesn't include on-site visits 
like the one on this particular day. 

The calls and visits, however, are a sign of 
Honda's growing dependence on Crowe. 

Just last week, for instance, Crowe put 
into production several more parts for 
Honda. 

"Initially we felt we couldn't do it," said 
Ms. King. But Honda representatives "make 
you feel comfortable about talking, and they 
help with solutions." 

Honda's hands-on relationship, she said, 
contrasts with some of the company's other 
customers who provide little feedback-ex
cept when there are complaints. 

Crowe also has learned from Honda that 
the automaker isn't necessarily enthralled 
with a supplier's capacity or technological 
investments. 

When Honda representatives first visited 
the company, King said they were more "in
terested in whether we had management in 
place that could be cooperative." 

What Honda discovered, said King, "was 
that we're very open to suggestions. We try 
not to take anything personally. It's just 
business." 

UNITED STATES VERSUS NEEDY 
STUDENTS 

HON. BARNEY FRANK 
OF MASSACHUSETTS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 5, 1992 
Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts. Mr. Speaker, 

one of the most perverse policies being fol
lowed by this administration is the effort to pe
nalize colleges for trying to maximize the ex
tent to which scholarship funds can be chan
neled to needy students. Many in the adminis
tration have argued against race-based poli
cies for helping students get into college, ar
guing with some force that it is far better to 
concentrate on economic circumstances as a 
basis for providing aid. 

Ironically, one of the few initiatives this ad
ministration has taken in the antitrust field re-
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cently is to punish colleges for trying to do ex
actly what the administration says it wants 
done. Colleges have sought to work together 
to avoid engaging in a bidding war with schol
arship funds for very talented students who 
come from family backgrounds which would 
allow them to pay for college on their own. 
Colleges do this so that the maximum amount 
of scholarship funds can be saved to be made 
available for people who would not otherwise 
be able to afford the particular school in ques
tion. And this is not just a matter of aiding the 
very poor-indeed, scholarship funds have be
come essential for large numbers of middle
class students if they are to attend the Na
tion's most expensive colleges. 

The administration argues that this is an 
antitrust violation, and is moving to impose 
sanctions against colleges which seek to work 
cooperatively to maximize the amount of funds 
available for students with genuine financial 
need. 

In a recent editorial, the New York Times 
made clear the legal, social, and economic 
flaws in this administration vendetta against 
colleges seeking to provide financial aid to 
those in need. I believe that this editorial 
should be reprinted here in the hopes that it 
will help influence the administration to drop 
this ill-advised crusade against social equity. 

U.S. VS. NEEDY STUDENTS 

One would think the Administration of the 
self-styled Education President would em
brace ways to help needy students get 
through college. Instead, the Bush Adminis
tration has gone to court to block the way 
the Massachusetts Institute of Technology 
spends $20 million a year on scholarships. 
Why? Because the Justice Department 
thinks M.I.T. is violating antitrust laws. 
' ItJs a destructive claim, unworthy of liti

gation. At least it warrants being contested. 
But Justice now wants to deny even a fair 
hearing; it asks for summary judgment. That 
risks turning the unwarranted into the out
rageous. 

The Justice Department says M.I.T. and 
eight other premier universities have been 
engaged in a conspiracy. They agree to offer 
students only enough aid to meet their need. 
Justice thinks that's price-fixing-despica
ble, automatically illegal and therefore 
undeserving of a trial. 

M.I.T. admits that an agreement existed. 
The purpose was to prevent a bidding war 
that would deplete the funds available for 
needy students. But so what, according to 
the Justice logic; the letter of the antitrust 
laws should be upheld. 

The argument fails on the merits. The 
antitrust laws are designed to stop price-fix
ing by commercial enterprises that exploits 
consumers. They are not intended to stop 
nonprofit organizations from cooperating in 
charitable endeavors. Giving scholarship aid 
to needy students is surely a charitable ac
tivity. At the very least, the Government is 
obl~ged to prove the cooperative agreements 
somehow aided a commercial purpose. 

At the crux of the dispute is a simple ques
tion: What did M.I.T. do with the money it 
saved by avoiding a bidding war? The Gov
ernment assumes that it went to improve 
faculty salaries. If that were so, the suit 
would be justified. 

But the assumption appears to be dead 
wrong. Dennis Carlton, a University of Chi
cago economist, in a study commissioned by 
M.I.T., shows that the universities that 
agreed to provide aid only to meet financial 
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need used the savings for more financial aid. 
Needy students, not faculty, benefited. In
deed, Congress uses the same policy to dis
pense Federal financial aid. 

Meanwhile, the very filing of the suit in 
May 1991 has done grievous damage. Col
leges, under threat of suit, have abandoned 
cooperation. Forced to bid for students, 
many can no longer afford a "need-blind" ad
missions policy-the practice of admitting 
academically qualified applicants regardless 
of need. 

Several M.l.T. trustees grew up on the 
wrong side of the tracks themselves and owe 
their scientific education to generous schol
arships. They believe in need-blind admis
sions, which is why they have refused to ca
pitulate to Justice and are fighting this bi
zarre case. They deserve the support of all 
who care about scholarship and scholarships. 

A TRIBUTE TO BILL BROOMFIELD, 
A GOOD FRIEND 

HON. GUS YATRON 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 5, 1992 

Mr. YATRON. Mr. Speaker, I want to share 
with my colleagues an editorial from a Greek
American newspaper commending the good 
work of my friend and colleague, BILL BROOM
FIELD from Michigan. 

I was saddened when BILL announced his 
retirement last week from this institution, which 
he has proudly served for 36 years. I have 
worked closely with BILL for a long time on the 
Foreign Affairs Committee on a number of key 
issues, including the Cyprus problem and re
lated matters concerning United States-Greek 
relations. 

I can honestly say that BILL BROOMFIELD dili
gently sought our Nation's interests in our 
dealings with foreign governments. Early on 
he realized that calling for the withdrawal of 
Turkish occupation troops from northern Cy
prus would promote both justice and our rela
tionship with the Greek Cypriots as well as 
mainland Greeks. BILL and I worked closely 
together to ensure evenhandedness in our Na
tion's dealings with Ankara and Athens-both 
NATO allies-and we strongly supported legis
lation requiring a ratio in United States military 
assistance levels to both Greece and Turkey. 

BILL can leave Congress with his head held 
high, having served the people of Michigan 
and the United States with honesty, decency, 
and professionalism. His wisdom and dedica
tion have earned him deep respect as he has 
stood up for what makes this Nation great. 

I commend the following article from the 
Hellenic Chronicle to my friends in the House 
who share my high regard for BILL BROOM-
FIELD. 

GoOD FRIEND No. 3 
Over the last several weeks, you have read 

two editorials stating our sorrow over there
tirement of two of the most staunch support
ers of Cyprus and Greek issues in the U.S. 
House of Representatives: Gus Yatron of 
Pennsylvania and Edward F. Feighan of 
Ohio. Well , they say things come in threes. 

We learned this week of the retirement of 
Rep. William S. Broomfield, Republican of 
Michigan, ranking minority member of the 
House Foreign Affairs Committee, and one of 
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the most dogged supporters of Greek issues 
that has ever passed through the hallowed 
halls of Congress. 

Bill Broomfield, a good friend and sup
porter of President Bush, has had no trouble 
departing from the ranks of his party on this 
issue and has given this administration (and 
each one previous to it for the last 18 years) 
a good piece of his mind about where U.S. 
policy is lacking with regards to Cyprus. 

We were glad to see that Ahepa had chosen 
him as this year's recipient of their coveted 
Periclean Award at the 30th Biennial Con
gressional Banquet. 

Together, Bill Broomfield, Gus Yatron and 
Ed Feighan have made up most of the for
ward line of the Greek-Cypriot offense in the 
House Foreign Affairs Committee over the 
last decade or more. While other stalwarts, 
like Ben Gilman (R-NY) and Olympia Snowe 
(R-ME) remain, our causes have taken a seri
ous blow with the loss of these good friends. 

We hear through the grapevine that the 
supporters of Turkey are already counting 
heads on the committee. With the loss of 
others who have always voted in support of 
Cyprus and the 10:7 ratio on aid to Turkey 
and Greece-like Howard Wolpe (D-Ml), 
Wayne Owens (D-UT) and Mervyn Dymnally 
(D-CA)--we could face serious defeat on these 
issues in the next Congress. 

The time is now for Ahepa, AHI and other 
Greek-American organizations that lobby 
Congress to begin to look at other Members 
of the House that have been sympathetic to 
our interests who could be persuaded to seek 
a post on the Committee. 

If we don't protect our own interests, no 
one will. 

In the meantime, we say thanks to Cong. 
Broomfield for all his efforts on behalf of our 
homeland and Cyprus and we wish him con
tinued good health and a retirement full of 
all that he desires. He will certainly be 
missed. 

THE MILITARY CONSCIENTIOUS 
OBJECTOR ACT OF 1992 

HON. RONALD V. DELLUMS 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 5, 1992 
Mr. DELLUMS. Mr. Speaker, today I intro

duce the Military Conscientious Objector Act 
of 1992 along with 17 of my colleagues as 
original cosponsors. It is with a sense of ur
gency, and not without some sadness, that I 
am introducing this bill. 

The right to refuse military service as a re
sult of profound conviction has been protected 
by this country and is recognized by the Unit
ed Nations Universal Declaration of Human 
Rights and the International Covenant on Civil 
and Political Rights. In keeping with our demo
cratic tradition, conscientious objection to mili
tary service is considered a legitimate exercise 
of the right to freedom of thought, conscience, 
and religion. Unfortunately, recognition and 
protection of this right has not translated clear
ly into action. 

The period leading up to, during, and since 
the Persian Gulf war has been a time of great 
reflection on the issues of war and peace in 
our country. There were some members of the 
military service who felt that, for reasons of 
conscience, they could not participate in the 
war, and requested that they be granted con
scientious objector [CO] status by the military. 
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The history of the conscientious objector's 

treatment before, during, and after applying for 
CO status has been uneven at best, and has 
resulted in a great hardship for many of them. 
Some military personnel have reported receiv
ing false and misleading information regarding 
the CO application process while others have 
confronted a lack of available information re
garding their rights as CO applicants. In addi
tion, many instances of harassment and abuse 
have been brought to light, and several appli
cants have been charged and tried on ancil
lary Uniform Code of Military Justice violations 
stemming from situations related to their mak
ing known their conscientious objection to con
tinued military service. Some have served or 
are serving prison terms, others have received 
bad paper discharges. 

The fact that the process has failed to pro
tect the legitimate rights of the conscientious 
objector has not gone unnoticed. For the first 
time in recent history, Amnesty International 
has declared several U.S. citizens as pris
oners of conscience. These 29 individuals are 
conscientious objectors who were jailed as a 
result of circumstances surrounding their otr 
jection to serving in the Persian Gulf war. 

It is my intent that this bill will provide a stat
utory basis for a more effective process in 
dealing with conscientious objector applica
tions and serve to protect the individuals who 
apply for CO status from mistreatment in that 
process. Briefly, Mr. Speaker, the highlights of 
the Military Conscientious Objector Act of 
1992 are as follows: 

The procedures for handling conscientious 
objector claims by military personnel will be 
put into statute. This would eliminate the vari
ations found in the different service branches 
and would evaluate the protections afforded to 
applicants from regulation to law. 

The bill would bring the definition of con
scientious objector in line with the United Na
tions definition by allowing individuals, who are 
conscientiously opposed to a specific war or 
conflict on the basis of a sincerely held moral, 
ethical, or religious belief to apply for con
scientious objector status. 

The applicant will be protected from having 
to perform duties in violation of their con
science while claim is pending. Once a Notice 
of Intent to file a claim, or a claim has been 
filed, the applicant is relieved of duties which 
conflict with their stated conscientious beliefs. 
Active duty soldiers at home bases could not 
be deployed; active duty soldiers in areas of 
combat would be relieved of combat duties, 
and reserve soldiers would not be called to 
active duty, while their claim is pending. 

After a prima facie case has been made by 
the applicant, the burden of proof is shifted 
from the individual to the military. After an ap
plication which complies with the definitions 
and requirements of this law has been submit
ted, the military is to investigate the claim and 
make a determination on its merit. If the mili
tary claims that the applicant does not deserve 
CO status, they must supply clear and con
vincing evidence which supports their deter
mination. 

The applicants may apply for a discharge or 
for reassignment on the basis of their con
scientious objection at any time and would be 
provided with assistance in the preparation of 
their claim. Information regarding the provi-
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sions for CO status is to be supplied by the 
military upon request. 

The process of determination of claims is 
modified. Once a Notice of Intent to file a 
claim, or a claim for conscientious objector 
status is filed, an investigating officer from out
side the command is appointed to determine 
the validity of the claim. If the 10 determines 
there is no clear and convincing evidence that 
the applicant is not a conscientious objector, 
the applicant is rapidly discharged or reas
signed, depending on his or her request. If the 
10 does not recommend approval, the claim 
goes to a 3-member panel for a decision. The 
panel consists of a military officer, an adminis
trative law judge, and a person who holds a 
graduate degree in one of the disciplines of 
ethics, religion, or philosophy. Should this 
panel not recommend approval, the applicant 
has the option of filing for judicial review in the 
Federal courts. 

Mr. Speaker, I am proud to say that several 
of my colleagues have signed on as original 
cosponsors. They are the Honorable NEIL 
ABERCROMBIE of Hawaii, the Honorable DAVID 
E. BONIOR of Michigan, the Honorable PETER 
A. DEFAZIO of Oregon, the Honorable lANE 
EVANS of Illinois, the Honorable CHARLES A. 
HAYES of Illinois, the Honorable EDWARD J. 
MARKEY of Massachusetts, the Honorable JIM 
McDERMOTI of Washington, the Honorable 
KWEISI MFUME of Maryland, the Honorable EL
EANOR HOLMES NORTON of the District of Co
lumbia, the Honorable NANCY PELOSI of Cali
fornia, the Honorable BERNARD SANDERS of 
Vermont, the Honorable PATRICIA SCHROEDER 
of Colorado, the Honorable JOSE SERRANO of 
New York, the Honorable H. FORTNEY STARK 
of California, the Honorable CRAIG A. WASH
INGTON of Texas, the Honorable MAXINE WA
TERS of California, and the Honorable TED 
WEISS of New York. 

The text of the bill follows: 
H.R. 5060 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the "Military 
Conscientious Objector Act of 1992". 
SEC. 2. PROCEDURES FOR DETERMINATION OF 

CONSCIENTIOUS OBJECTOR STATUS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.-(1) Chapter 53 of title 10, 

United States Code, is amended by adding at 
the end the following new section: 
"§ 1057. ColliiCientioua objectors: procedures for ap

plication and adjudication 
"(a) GENERAL RULE.-Members of the 

armed forces who are conscientiously op
posed to military service may apply for dis
charge from the armed forces or for reassign
ment from certain duties in accordance with 
this section. 

"(b) MEMBERS COVERED.-This section ap
plies to all members of the armed forces , in
cluding members in a retired status and 
members not on active duty. 

"(c) STANDARD FOR DISCHARGE.-A member 
of the armed forces who on the basis of sin
cerely held moral, ethical, or religious be
liefs, is conscientiously opposed to any par
ticipation in war in any form or to any par
ticipation in a particular conflict is entitled 
upon application in accordance with this sec
tion to be discharged from the armed forces . 

"(d) STANDARD FOR REASSIGNMENT.-A 
member of the armed forces who on the basis 
of sincerely held moral, ethical, or religious 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
beliefs, is conscientiously opposed to the per
formance of certain duties in the armed 
forces is entitled upon application in accord
ance with this section to be reassigned to 
other duties that are identified by that mem
ber as not inconsistent with those sincerely 
held moral, ethical, or religious beliefs. 

"(e) BURDEN AND STANDARD OF PROOF.
Upon submission of an application in accord
ance with subsection (i) stating an appli
cant's conscientious objection and request
ing a discharge under subsection (c) or reas
signment to other duties under subsection 
(d), the burden of proof that the applicant 
does not have a sincerely held conscientious 
objection shall lie with the armed forces. An 
application submitted in accordance with 
subsection (i) may not be rejected unless the 
Secretary concerned demonstrates by clear 
and convincing evidence in accordance with 
this section that the applicant does not have 
such a sincerely held conscientious objec
tion. 

"(f) AVAILABILITY OF lNFORMATION.-(1) A 
description of the process of applying for a 
discharge or reassignment under this section 
shall be made available to any member of 
the armed forces upon request. The descrip
tion shall include a statement of the legal 
standard for conscientious objection for the 
purposes of this section and a description of 
the rights, protections, and obligations af
forded members applying for treatment as a 
conscientious objector under this section. 

"(2) Such information shall be available to 
members through a military personnel of
fice, chaplain's office, or other office outside 
the chain of command and shall also be 
available through the chain of command. 

"(g) NOTICE OF lNTENT.-(1) A member of 
the armed forces who desires a discharge or 
reassignment under this section may file a 
Notice of Intent to file a claim for conscien
tious objector status. Upon filing such a No
tice of Intent. the member shall be relieved 
from any duties involving the handling, 
training, and shipment of weapons and am
munition and shall be assigned to duties that 
conflict as little as possible with the mem
ber's stated beliefs. 

"(2)(A) If a Notice of Intent is filed while 
the member is at the member's home train
ing site or base, the member may not be as
signed to duties away from that site or base 
until the member's application is finally de
cided. 

"(b) If a Notice of Intent is filed while the 
member is away from the member's home 
training site or base, the member shall be de
ployed back to that site or base as soon as 
practicable for the processing of the mem
ber's application, except that the member 
may choose to remain at the member's cur
rent location, and have the application proc
essed there, subject to the approval of the 
member's unit commander. The member 
may not be deployed to any other location 
without the member's consent. 

"(3) A member of the armed forces who is 
not on active duty and who files a Notice of 
Intent may not be called or ordered to active 
duty until the member's application is fi 
nally decided. 

"(4) Upon the filing of a Notice of Intent, 
the member shall have 45 days to file a for
mal application for discharge or reassign
ment to other duties under this section. 

"(h) LEGAL ASSISTANCE.-A member seek
ing a discharge or reassignment under this 
section shall be provided legal counsel and 
assistance in the preparation of the appli
cant's Notice of Intent and application for 
discharge or reassignment and at all other 
stages through the decision on the applica-
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tion. A member may retain private counsel 
to assist and represent the member. The 
member may use such private counsel alone 
or in conjunction with assigned counsel. 

"(i) FILING OF APPLICATION.-(1) An appli
cation filed under this section shall include 
a detailed statement describing the basis for 
the application. The applicant may include 
any information that the applicant believes 
would be helpful in establishing the validity 
of the claimed conscientious objection, in
cluding a statement from a military chap
lain or a psychiatrist. 

"(2) If the application sets forth a claim 
that meets the requirements established by 
this section, the applicant shall be consid
ered to have established a prima facie case for 
discharge from the armed forces or for reas
signment to other duties, as the case may be. 

"(3) The application shall be filed with the 
applicant's commanding officer. 

"(j) INVESTIGATING OFFICER.-(1) Upon the 
filing of an application under this section, 
the Secretary concerned shall appoint a 
commissioned officer on active duty to serve 
as investigating officer to investigate the 
claim stated in the application. Each inves
tigating officer shall be in a grade not lower 
than captain or, in the case of the Navy or 
the Coast Guard, lieutenant and shall be ap
pointed from outside the command in which 
the applicant is serving. If the applicant is 
an officer, the investigating officer must be 
a grade higher than the applicant. 

"(2) The investigating officer for an appli
cation under this section shall investigate 
the validity of the claim stated in the appli
cation. The investigation shall be completed 
and the investigating officer shall issue a de
cision on the matter not later than 45 days 
after the date on which the application is 
filed. 

"(3) If the investigating officer finds that 
there is not clear and convincing evidence 
that could be presented to disapprove the ap
plicant's claim, the application shall be con
sidered approved and the applicant shall be 
discharged, or reassigned to duties not in
consistent with the claimed objection, as the 
case may be, as rapidly as possible. 

"(4) If the investigating officer finds that 
there is clear and convincing evidence that 
could be presented to show that the appli
cant is not a conscientious objector as stated 
in the application, the investigating officer 
shall forward the case for consideration by 
an adjudication panel. 

"(k) ADJUDICATION PANEL.-(1) Upon sub
mission of a case from an investigating offi
cer for consideration by an adjudication 
panel, the Secretary concerned shall convene 
a panel to consider the case. 

"(2) Each such panel shall have three mem
bers,. appointed by the Secretary concerned 
as follows: 

"(A) An officer of the armed forces on ac
tive duty in a grade higher than that of the 
applicant, but not lower than the grade of 
captain or, in the case of the Navy or Coast 
Guard, lieutenant. 

ll(B) A civilian who is a member of the 
clergy or who holds a graduate degree in one 
of the disciplines of religion, ethics. or phi
losophy. 

"(C) A civilian attorney who is an adminis
trative law judge, who shall act as chair of 
the panel. 

"(3) Of the members of a panel appointed 
under subparagraphs (B) and (C) of paragraph 
(2), only one may have at any time served on 
active duty in the armed forces, and in that 
case for not more than one period of enlist
ment or obligated service, and such a mem
ber may not have been a member of the 
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armed forces for a period of 5 years before 
the convening of the panel. 

"(4) The Secretary concerned shall main
tain lists of qualified persons who are avail
able to serve on panels under subparagraphs 
(B) and (C) of paragraph (2). The Secretary of 
Defense shall submit to Congress an annual 
report on the number of persons on those 
lists. 

"(5) When a case is referred to a panel 
under this subsection, the panel shall hold a 
hearing on the case not later than 45 days 
after the date on which the case is forwarded 
by the investigating officer. The applicant 
shall have the right to appear before the 
panel and may be accompanied by counsel 
furnished by the government or by counsel of 
the applicant's choosing, or both. The appli
cant may make a statement to the panel. 
After the panel hears the evidence presented 
by the investigating officer, the applicant 
shall have the right to submit a written re
buttal within 15 days of the date of the hear
ing. 

"(6) After the hearing is concluded, the 
panel shall issue a decision on the applica
tion within 30 days of receiving a rebuttal 
under paragraph (5) or the applicant's writ
ten waiver of the right to submit a rebuttal. 
The decision of the panel shall be the final 
administration decision on the matter. 

"(7) Information received by a panel may 
not be used against an applicant in any 
forum, including a court martial. 

"(l) JUDICIAL REVIEW.-(1) A decision of the 
panel is reviewable by a court of the United 
States exercising habeas corpus jurisdiction 
pursuant to section 2241(a) of title 28. 

"(2) In the exercise of the review power 
under this subsection, the Federal Rules of 
Civil Procedure shall govern the service of 
process and the pleadings, except that there
spondent shall answer or otherwise plead to 
the petition within 20 days of service of proc
ess. 

"(3) Except as otherwise provided in this 
subsection, proceedings upon review of a de
cision of a panel shall be governed by chap
ter 7 of title 5. 

"(4) The court exercising judicial review 
under this subsection shall not conduct a 
trial de novo, but may conduct a supple
mental hearing if the court finds that in the 
proceedings under subsections (j) and (k)-

"(A) the merits of the application for dis
charge were not resolved; 

"(B) the factfinding procedure used was 
not adequate to afford a full and fair hear
ing; 

"(C) the material facts were not ade
quately developed; 

"(D) the procedural rights guaranteed by 
subsections (j) and (k) were not observed; 

"(E) the applicant did not receive a full , 
fair, and adequate hearing; or 

"(F) the applicant was denied due process 
of law. 

""(m) COORDINATION WITH COURT MARTIAL 
PROCEEDINGS.-ln the case of a member who 
files an application under this section and 
with respect to whom court martial proceed
ings are pending under chapter 47 of this 
title (the Uniform Code of Military Justice) 
arising out of the member's objection to par
ticipation in war-

"(1) the member shall have the right to 
elect that all such court martial proceedings 
be held in abeyance pending final determina
tion of the application under this subsection; 

"(2) if the application is approved, the 
court martial charges shall be dismissed in 
conjunction with the discharge of the mem
ber; and 

"(3) if the application is denied, the stay of 
the court martial proceedings shall be lifted. 
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"(n) APPLICABILITY AT ALL TIMES.-The 

provisions of this section apply at all times 
and, notwithstanding any other provision of 
law, many not be suspended or superseded. 

"(0) CHARACTERIZATION OF DISCHARGES.-A 
discharge issued under this section may not 
be made with a characterization of service 
other than the characterization of discharge 
a member would have received without ref
erence to the conscientious objection claim 
under this section. The separation document 
issued to a member discharged under this 
section may not include any notation that 
would provide the basis for discrimination 
against the conscientious objector or which 
would otherwise in any way differentiate 
that person from members discharged under 
other provisions of law. The reenlistment 
code for a person discharged under this sec
tion shall be R-2, unless a lesser designation 
is warranted by the character of the mem
ber's service without respect to the conscien
tious objection application." . 

(2) The table of sections at the beginning of 
such chapter is amended by adding at the 
end the following new item: 

"1057. Conscientious objectors: procedures 
for application and adjudica
tion." . 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.-Section 1057 of title 
10, United States Code, as added by sub
section (a), shall take effect 90 days after the 
date of the enactment of this Act. 

H.R. 3090--TITLE X 
REAUTHORIZATION 

HON. LAWRENCE J. SMITH 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 5, 1992 

Mr. SMITH of Florida. Mr. Speaker, on April 
30, I was absent for vote No. 95, for H.R. 
3090. If I was present, I would have voted 
"yes." 

The title X reauthorization bill provides much 
needed support for American women every
where. Under the regulations offered by the 
Reagan administration, family planning clinics 
will not be allowed to provide honest, sound 
medical advice to their clients as they have 
since the title X program began in 1970. 
Under the gag, medical doctors will be forced 
to abandon the standard ethical medical policy 
of telling patients about all medical options; 
and instead doctors must tell a pregnant 
woman that she may have her child and keep 
it or give it up for adoption. The gag rule is a 
slanted, awful attempt to silence federally 
funded family planning clinics. Let's face it: 
Clinics will no longer take Federal funds and 
in many areas safe abortions will be impos
sible to find. 

We owe it to the poor women of this country 
to pass this bill, thus providing necessary 
services to the needy, and overturn the gag of 
the Reagan administration. 
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AMBASSADOR PER ANGER ON THE 

PRESENT STATUS OF THE 
SEARCH FOR RAOUL 
WALLENBERG 

HON. TOM LANTOS 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 5, 1992 

Mr. LANTOS. Mr. Speaker, few individuals 
have been as committed to human rights and 
to the search for Raoul Wallenberg-the 
Swedish humanitarian who repeatedly risked 
his life to save the lives of as many as 
100,000 Hungarian Jews during the height of 
World War 11-as Ambassador Per Anger, the 
career Swedish diplomat who worked with 
Wallenberg in Budapest in 1944. 

Recently, Ambassador Anger granted an 
interview which appeared recently in the Los 
Angeles Times, and discussed the current sta
tus of the ongoing search for Raoul 
Wallenberg. Since Wallenberg disappeared 
into the Soviet gulag on January 17, 1945, 
there has been a continuing effort to find the 
Swedish hero and secure his release from So
viet prisons. 

The search for Raoul Wallenberg has taken 
on a new and unfamiliar course because of 
the dramatic changes that have taken place 
over the past few years in the Soviet Union. 
There is a new openness and freedom of ex
pression and the Soviet Union itself has now 
collapsed, which raises a host of new ques
tions about the fate of Raoul Wallenberg. 

As Ambassador Anger so accurately ex
pressed it, "as long as they haven't proved 
that he's dead, we take it that he could still be 
alive." 

Mr. Speaker, Ambassador Anger's interview 
provides an excellent summary of the current 
status of efforts to establish the truth about 
Raoul Wallenberg. I ask that it be placed in 
the RECORD, and I urge my colleagues to read 
it thoughtfully. 

PER ANGER-STILL HUNTING FOR THE TRUTH 
ABOUT HIS OLD FRIEND WALLENBERG 

(By Dan Fisher) 
For a persistent collection of people deter

mined to learn the fate of Raoul Wallenberg, 
working amid the upheaval since 1989 in the 
former Soviet Bloc has been a bit like turn
ing on a long-closed water tap. The rusty 
pipes have banged and coughed, and occa
sionally even spit out interesting, but 
unsatisfying material, the main impact of 
which is only to whet the appetite. 

Wallenberg is the Swedish diplomat as
signed at U.S. request to Stockholm's em
bassy in Budapest in July, 1944, to help res
cue Jews from the Nazis. He distributed 
Swedish identity papers to at least 20,000 and 
sheltered many. in buildings with diplomatic 
protection before disappearing into Soviet 
captivity when Red Army troops reached the 
Hungarian capital in January, 1945. 

A dozen years later, Soviet authorities pro
duced a note written by the Lubyanka prison 
doctor, saying Wallenberg had died July 17, 
1947, at age 34. But witnesses in prison with 
him reported seeing Wallenberg alive into at 
least the early 1950s, and other reported 
sightings have occurred since then. 

In late 1989, in a burst of glasnost, Soviet 
officials handed Wallenberg's passport, note
books and identity cards to a delegation of 
his relatives and friends, including Per 
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Anger, a retired Swedish diplomat who 
served with Wallenberg in Budapest and is 
chairman of Sweden's Raoul Wallenberg 
Assn. 

If the Soviets hoped their apology for false
ly arresting Wallenberg would end the mat
ter, they were wrong. Anger-an old school 
and military mate of Wallenberg-only took 
this as proof that there was more to learn. 

After last August's unsuccessful coup at
tempt in Moscow, and the wholesale over
haul of the KGB that followed; the Soviets 
and Swedes announced a new bilateral com
mission to carry on the Wallenberg inves
tigation-and more facts dribbled out. In De
cember, just before the Soviet Union was for
mally dissolved, old logs and other materials 
were produced, revealing "absolutely secret" 
communications between the KGB and top 
Soviet Foreign Ministry officials about 
Wallenberg. But are there more logs? And 
what do Wallenberg's interrogators know? Is 
the KGB still covering up? Might Wallenberg 
be alive? 

The upheaval in Moscow means another 
new cast of characters. It's frustrating, 
Anger, 78, said, but imperative that the 
search goes on. 

Question: When is the next meeting of the 
bilateral commission? 

Answer: Now we don't know when they will 
meet again. They said it will be in May, but 
the situation is very uncertain. We never 
know who's going to be the next person we're 
going to talk to. Every day there's some
thing new. 

Q: Isn't that frustrating, to seem to be get
ting so close to learning the truth and then 
have everything change again? 

A: You have to start from scratch again, 
yes. That's fantastic. But then, I think that 
our committee, and all the other committees 
in the world-here in the United States and 
so on-can be very satisfied that, thanks to 
our hard work-thanks to all the interven
tions by your [former] President [Jimmy] 
Carter and [Ronald] Reagan, by [former Brit
ish Prime Minister Margaret] Thatcher, and 
[German Chancellor] Helmut Kohl, and to all 
this publicity all over the world about Raoul 
Wallenberg-it has led to where we are now. 
If we hadn't done anything, even during the 
period of perestroika, they wouldn't have 
done anything. It was the combination of 
this perestroika and our pushing it all the 
time that led to the situation where we can, 
in a way, say "Mission Accomplished"-be
cause now the [Swedish] government takes 
over. 

Q: What is the official story from the So
viet side, as you understand it? 

A: They don't have any official viewpoint. 
One member of their delegation said in an 
interview that, "I think he was executed." 
[But) there is no evidence of it. There is one 
important mention in the [logs of KGB and 
Foreign Ministry communications] that, on 
July 17, 1947, when he supposedly died by 
heart attack, there was an exchange of let
ters between [then Soviet Foreign Minister 
Vyacheslav M.] Molotov and [the head of se
curity for] the KGB about him. Some histo
rians say it proves that he died then. But we 
say perhaps that the KGB man asked for in
structions-let's send him into the gulag 
under another name, or let's transfer him to 
another prison. Anything could have hap
pened. So our stand, and the [Swedish] gov
ernment's also, is that so long as they 
haven't proved he's dead, we take it he could 
still be alive. 

Q: What do you think happened to him? 
A: It's a very difficult question. We have, 

during the years, gotten so many signs-pea-
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ple coming from there, hinting that they had 
heard from someone that he's somewhere 
under complete isolation. That leads me to 
one alternative-namely, the sort of Sol
zhenitsyn "First Circle," when they gave 
these scientists their "freedom" within four 
walls, under complete isolation, to do work. 
Nobody knew if they were alive, or where 
they were. 

Raoul Wallenberg is a very talented per
son-he's an architect, he's an economist, he 
speaks languages. So that could be one alter
native-that he is still sitting there. Another 
alternative is that they just let him dis
appear in the gulag under another name
and they can't find him. A third alternative 
would be that he died a natural death by ill
ness or in prison, or that he was brought to 
a mental hospital. 

[You can] think of all these possibilities. 
So, I think, what one has to concentrate on 
now is to find any deportation orders-that 
he was deported to the gulag, that he was 
sent to mental hospital. Anything of that 
type. It's very important to go through the 
[logs] just following 1947 * * * the Foreign 
Officers archives, the Ministry of Interior ar
chives, the military archives and the KGB 
archives. * * * I would be astonished if we 
wouldn't find there something [from after 
1947]. I say to myself, "We have had patience 
for 47 years; we must have patience for an
other couple of months." 

Q: Why would the government in Moscow 
still be trying to withhold information about 
Raoul Wallenberg? 

A: I am not quite sure that they are doing 
that. It's possible that they can't find it. Of 
course, there could be another explanation 
to this, and that's * * * that something has 
happened to him relatively recently-that 
they have been aware, say, that he's sitting 
in a mental hospital after torture. They 
can't send him back. But, I think, that if 
they hP.d found something that was during 
Stalin's period, they would gladly show that. 

Q: You were said to be the last person to 
see Wallenberg before he was taken by the 
Soviet troops. Is that correct. 

A: Not exactly. The last time I saw him 
was the lOth of January, 1945, when he came 
over to the Buda side, where all of us were 
hiding because the Nazis had attacked the 
embassy and were trying to take prisoners 
and all that. 

Q: Did you participate with him in saving 
Jews? 

A: Sometimes he telephoned me and said, 
"I can't now-I have to go in another direc
tion. Could you go to the [train] station and 
try to save people?" So I copied his sort of 
approach and managed to save a couple of 
hundred people. 

Q: What was his approach? 
A: Toward the end of the war, it was very 

important for the Germans to continue their 
relations with Sweden. And especially the 
Germans were very anxious not to violate 
his diplomatic status. So, he went, say, to 
the railroad station. He'd have a report that 
trains were leaving for Auschwitz. Some
times, they would have already nailed the 
[box car] doors closed. He'd say to the Ger
man officer: "I'm a Swedish diplomat and 
there are people in here, I know, that have 
Swedish passports. Open the doors!" 

Looking at him, an ordinary person would 
see an intellectual person, professor-type 
clothes. But he was an actor, so when he met 
the Nazis he changed his attitude com
pletely-became brutal. He yelled at them 
and spoke the same language as they. 

The officer would start to be very nervous, 
and he'd open the doors. [Wallenberg] would 
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go in and say: "Are there any people here 
with Swedish passports?" Perhaps there 
would be two or three out of hundreds. So 
he'd say: "Have you forgotten? You were at 
the office the other day. Where are your 
passports? Have you forgotten them some
where?" And they understood and showed re
ceipts or anything-drivers licenses in the 
Hungarian language, which the Germans 
didn't understand. "That's enough" 
[Wallenberg would say]. "That proves you 
got the passport the other day. Come with 
me." And [he would] march out with 100 peo
ple like that and take them into those 
houses. 

I was with him and I copied that some
times. 

Q: Do you think more could have been done 
by the U.S. or other countries to save Jews, 
if this had been repeated elsewhere? 

A: Elie Wiesel, who wrote the foreword to 
my book, asks in that foreword why there 
were not more Wallenbergs around in Europe 
at that time. I like him very much, but I 
don't agree with him. It would have been im
possible to have that, because in no time the 
Germans occupied all of Europe. Like that 
[snapping his fingers]. How could a 
Wallenberg operate under that situation in 
Poland, for instance? Impossible. But Buda
pest-Hungary was an ally to Germany. The 
Germans were eager to have this illusion 
that it was a completely independent coun
try. "Let them work and act for them
selves." The Germans let us have this deal 
with the Hungarian government at that 
time. 

Q: Assuming that Wallenberg is indeed 
dead, there are those who say, why keep up 
the campaign? What's the point now? 

A: The point is to get the truth. We can't 
live in this uncertainty of what happened to 
him. [One former Soviet official] said, "Look 
here-we have so many who died or who have 
disappeared. My son was killed in action. We 
don't know where they are . Why do you 
make such a fuss about this man?" I think 
the great difference is that here was a man 
who was a great humanitarian-who became 
a symbol of the fight for human rights in the 
whole world. So he is not only Raoul 
Wallenberg, but the symbol of Raoul 
Wallenberg. I think we ought to know what 
happened to him. 

Q: Do we need symbols like that today? 

A: Absolutely, I think it's necessary for 
young people to know that there could be 
persons like Raoul Wallenberg. It's very im
portant to tell everybody what he did and 
how he did it. It gives hope. 

Q: When will the truth of what happened to 
Wallenberg come out? 

A: That is a good question. I hope in a cou
ple of months, if it goes on as it has. The 
problem is that today we don't know exactly 
what is happening there. But suppose that 
there will be a relatively normal situation 
and they could go on working as they did be
fore. Then, I think, we will get to know the 
truth. There is also not only the documents, 
but also there is at least one KGB officer 
who we know was one of those that interro
gated Raoul Wallenberg. And he has, until 
now, still not said so much. I think they are 
trying to get the truth out of him, to find 
out what he knows. So it's a combination of 
the documents and all the people who have 
something to say. 
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REPORT AND LEGISLATION ON 

DOD COST ESTIMATING 

HON.ANDYIRELAND 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 5, 1992. 

Mr. IRELAND. Mr. Speaker, I rise to intro
duce legislation designed to inject a greater 
degree of independence into cost estimates 
for major acquisition programs at the Depart
ment of Defense [DOD]. 

The introduction of this legislation is the cul
mination of 3 years of review and investiga
tion-mainly by the DOD inspector general 
[IG] but by others as well. 

Before I describe the substance of my legis
lation, I would like to review some pertinent 
history and other important factors that led me 
to the conclusion that this was an area need
ing legislative attention. 

ORIGINAL REQUEST-1989 

On January 23, 1989, I wrote to the inspec
tor general: First, to express concern about 
the lack of independence in cost estimates for 
major weapons systems; second, to request 
the results of the inspector general's ongoing 
audit on cost estimating; and third, to raise a 
series of questions about the performance of 
the cost analysis improvement group [CAIG] 
within the Office of the Secretary of Defense 
[OSD]. 

The OSD CAIG is the principal advisory 
body within the Department on matters relat
ing to cost. 

My letter of January 23, 1989, marked the 
beginning of extended discussions with the 
DOD IG, Secretary of Defense, DOD general 
counsel, and House and Senate Armed Serv
ices Committees regarding the form and sub
stance of cost estimating at the Pentagon. 

INSPECTOR GENERAL'S 1989 AUDIT REPORT 

The inspector general's audit report (No. 
89-055)-"lndependent Cost Estimating for 
Major Systems"-was issued on February 24, 
1989. 

The inspector general's audit report did 
nothing to allay my concerns. In fact, it height
ened them. 

After careful study of the audit results, I con
cluded that DOD was not complying with the 
law governing the preparation of independent 
cost estimates-10 U.S.C. 2434. In five of the 
seven cases reviewed, auditors found that 
cost estimates "were not independent * * * as 
intended by law" but instead were obtained, at 
least in part, from program offices and buying 
commands and, in some instances, were even 
altered by command influence. 

Based on those findings, the inspector gen
eral made a series of recommendations for 
corrective action, including important revisions 
to DOD directive 5000.4. Senior officials at 
DOD nonconcurred with the report's findings 
and recommendations. Their response-or 
lack of it, in turn, was characterized by the in
spector general as nonresponsive. 

I felt that the negative attitude demonstrated 
by senior DOD officials did not augur well for 
a quick and reasoned solution to the problem. 
The Chairman of the OSD CAIG, Mr. D.L. 
McNicol, even went so far as to suggest that 
the result of the audit be withheld from Con
gress. 
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Because of the hostile reaction from the 
OSD CAIG, I concluded that a followup audit 
was essential. I then outlined my concerns in 
a letter to the IG on October 17, 1989, asking 
the inspector general to conduct a followup 
audit to determine how well the recommenda
tions were being carried out and to what ex
tent the law needed modification and clarifica
tion. 

I concluded at this point that some remedial 
legislation was needed, but I was not prepared 
to move without more information. 

INSPECTOR GENERAL AGREES TO CONDUCT FOLLOWUP 

REVIEW 

On March 13, 1990, after more meetings 
and discussions, the inspector general finally 
agreed to my request to launch "a review of 
the organizations involved in generating inde
pendent cost estimates." 

The inspector general subsequently agreed 
to expand the management review to include 
several case studies-in particular the cost 
work done in support of Secretary Cheney's 
major aircraft review, which covered the ATF, 
ATA, B2, C17, and LH, and to incorporate the 
results in the larger study. 

WATERSHED EVENTS 

Two events occurred in 199Q-91 that crys
tallized my views on the issue: First, the major 
aircraft review [MAR]; and second, the Navy 
A-12 aircraft cost overrun. 

These two events, taken together, proved 
beyond a shadow of doubt that the quality of 
cost estimates given to the Secretary of De
fense is poor. Something had to be done. 

MAJOR AIRCRAFT REVIEW 

Secretary of Defense Cheney presented the 
results of the MAR to the House Armed Serv
ices Committee on April 26, 1990. It covered 
four major programs-the B-2 bomber, A-12 
bomber, C-17 transport, and advance tactical 
fighter, now designated F-22. 

While the MAR was touted as an exhaustive 
study designed to convince Congress that 
these very costly programs were healthy and 
necessary, the review was flawed from the 
start. Within 2 months of being presented to 
Congress, the cost estimates for three of the 
four programs literally came unglued. 

The Senate Armed Services Committee was 
very critical of the quality of work underlying 
the MAR: 

The Committee believes that the various 
revelations so close upon completion of the 
MAR means that the staffs of the various 
military departments may not have taken 
the reviews seriously, but most certainly in
dicates that they provided inadequate sup
port for the Secretary that calls into ques
tion many of the decisions he made. [See Re
port No. 101-384, pp. 72-73.] 

This kind of criticism from the Senate Armed 
Services Committee is most unusual yet well 
deserved. 

In plain and simple terms, the MAR was 
shoddy cost work. Yet Congress and the Sec
retary of Defense made important decisions 
based on the results. What went wrong? I 
wanted to know. 

A-12 CONTRACT TERMINATION 

Then on January 7, 1991 , Secretary Cheney 
terminated the A-12 aircraft contract for de
fault. 

In announcing his decision, he made a most 
revealing statement about the value of the 
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cost estimating apparatus in the Pentagon. He 
said: "No one can tell me exactly how much 
more it will cost to keep this program going." 

Now, that was a red warning flag-if I ever 
saw one. What does it say about cost estimat
ing at DOD? I think it is a real indictment. If 
Secretary Cheney does not trust his cost ana
lysts enough to provide a reasonable answer 
to the question, then what useful function do 
DOD cost organizations perform? Should they 
all be abolished? 

So I began to dig into that debacle in depth, 
and I was appalled by what I found. 

First, I discovered that the OSD CAIG did 
not conduct an independent assessment of 
the A-12. Instead, the OSD CAIG asked the 
Navy Center for Cost Analysis to do the job. 
Second, we found that the A-12 program 
manager, Capt. L.G. Elberfeld, was cooking 
the books. He openly admitted in testimony 
that the cost estimates he sent up the chain 
of command to the Under Secretary of De
fense for Acquisition has no analytical under
pinning whatsoever. They were fabricated. 
Those estimates were based on political con
siderations, according to the A-12 business 
and finance manager, Cmdr. Curtis Coy. 

And how were responsible DOD officials 
held accountable for these two debacles? 

I was appalled to discover that most of the 
culprits involved in the MAR and A-12 cost fi
ascoes had received cash bonuses-up to 
$20,000, awards, and even promotions. That 
discovery convinced me that sanctions were 
needed, and that's how I came up with the 
idea for a reverse or negative bonus-a civil 
penalty-amounting to a. $20,000 fine. 

IMPORTANCE OF INDEPENDENT COST ESTIMATES 

I think there is general agreement that 
DOD's ability to estimate the cost of major 
weapons programs is poor. 

Mr. David Packard, who headed the famous 
Packard Commission, has identified underesti
mated costs as one of five top DOD manage
ment deficiencies. Similarly, GAO issued a re
port-NSIAD-84-7Q-in 1984, on "need for 
more credible weapon systems cost esti
mates," and urged DOD to "make fuller use of 
independent cost estimating groups." And Mr. 
Milt Margolis, who headed the OSD CAIG 
from 197 4 to 1988, admitted on the public 
record that he lied about the cost of the 
AMRAAM missile-one of the programs cited 
in the IG's 1989 audit as failing to measure up 
to the legal standards for independent cost es
timates. From a cost estimating standpoint, 
AMRAAM remains an embarrassment to this 
day. 

The lack of reliable information on weapon 
system costs has been a problem at the Pen
tagon for a long time. It is a fundamental man
agement problem that undermines the credibil
ity of the Department. 

As Comptroller General Bowsher testified 
before the Senate Armed Services Committee 
on July 25, 1990: "You simply can not man
age effectively without accurate cost informa
tion." But valid cost information must be cou
pled with cost control. As the GAO pointed out 
in the 1984 report, however, there is no con
trol over costs at the Pentagon. Total program 
costs increase year after year. The GAO con
cluded that "these increases in total program 
costs have become the accepted pattern-no 
one is held accountable for them." 
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Honest and accurate cost estimates are the 

foundation of a fiscally responsible multiyear 
defense program. Without reliable cost data 
early on reinforced with cost control, it is im
possible to evaluate program alternatives and 
thus to make rational decisions about the 
budget and long-range program. And a credi
ble multiyear plan must be the foundation of a 
coherent policy and strategy for protecting our 
national security. 

The leadership at the Pentagon must have 
access to truly independent cost estimates be
fore making decisions on major acquisition 
programs. Cost estimates presented to senior 
DOD officials should be independent-without 
exception. 

CORE ISSUE 

The first step in producing better cost esti
mates is to make sure they are truly independ
ent. What constitutes an independent cost es
timate? This is the central issue in the debate 
over how cost estimates should be prepared. 
Who must prepare them, and how should they 
be prepared? 

I feel like the law is clear and simple, but 
differences of opinion over its meaning persist. 

THE LAW 

The law-1 0 U.S.C. 2434-provides a very 
specific legal definition of independent cost es
timates in section 2434{c}{1) as follows: 

The term "independent estimate" means, 
with respect to a major defense acquisition 
program, an estimate of the cost of such pro
gram prepared by an office or other entity 
that is not under the supervision, direction, 
or control of the military department, de
fense agency, or other component of the De
partment of Defense that is directly respon
sible for carrying out the development or ac
quisition of the program. 

HOUSE ARMED SERVICES COMMITIEE 

In my mind, section 2434{c){1) means an 
independent cost estimate must be prepared 
by an office or other entity outside the military 
department carrying out the program. That is 
how the House Armed Services Committee in
terprets the law-first affirmed in its fiscal year 
1991 report {No. 101-665, p. 336) and subse
quently reaffirmed in its fiscal year 1992 report 
{No. 1 02-60, p. 263). 

The committee was concerned, because the 
IG's 1989 report had exposed many inconsist
encies and deficiencies in the department's 
implementation of the law and raised doubts 
about the department's compliance with sec
tion 2434. 

In order to clarify the interpretation of sec
tion 2434{c){1 ), I asked the American Law Di
vision to revise the law and prepare a legal 
opinion. That legal opinion was completed on 
April 18, 1991. 

Under the interpretation rendered by the 
American Law Division, an assessment pre
pared by the OSD CAIG would comply with 
the law. 

An assessment prepared by one of the 
service cost centers, by comparison, would 
not comply with the law. 

OTHER INTERPRETATIONS 

The DOD has its own interpretation of the 
law. 

The guiding regulation in force today is 
DOD directive 500Q.4, entitled the "OSD Cost 
Analysis Improvement Group." The pertinent 
section of DOD directive 5000.4 reads as fol
lows: 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
The independent analysis should be pre

pared by an organization separate from the 
control and direction of the program or 
project office that is directly responsible for 
the acquisition of the defense system being 
reviewed. 

DOD has substituted the concept of inde
pendence from the program office-a much 
less stringent requirement-for the require
ment mandating independence from the mili
tary department. This interpretation provides a 
quasi-legal underpinning for the service cost 
centers. 

A related regulation, DOD instruction 
5000.2, helps to clarify the role of the CAIG. 
It says the CAIG is supposed to "prepare its 
own independent cost estimate." 

On October 8, 1991, DOD general counsel 
O'Donnell rendered a legal opinion regarding 
the role of the OSD CAIG. O'Donnell states 
the requirements of 10 U.S.C. 2434 would be 
met: "So long as the CAIG reaches its own 
conclusions regarding the cost estimate, even 
though the CAIG reviews the material pre
sented by the military department and uses 
that material in arriving at the CAIG's conclu-
sions." · 

The Senate Armed Services Committee re
port on the 1992 Defense authorization bill 
contained almost identical language as fol
lows: 

The Committee believes that the essential 
requirements of 10 USC 2434(c)(1) are met as 
long as the Office of the Secretary of Defense 
(OSD) Cost Analysis Improvement Group 
(CAIG) independently reaches its own con
clusions regarding the accuracy and com
pleteness of a weapon system's cost data, 
and the CAIG communicates its findings to 
those responsible for the acquisition deci
sion." [See Report No. 102-113, page 86.] 

The interpretations rendered by the DOD 
general counsel and Senate Armed Services 
Committee, on the surface, appear to be in
nocuous. They seem to reinforce the need for 
independent estimates. But they also suggest 
that data may be obtained from a non
independent source, like the service cost cen
ters. Thus, the CAIG may make its estimate 
based upon data supplied by the military 
branch responsible for the program. I can't 
disagree with that. Drawing data from non
independent sources is unavoidable, but it 
must then be weighed and analyzed against 
data obtained from other sources. 

NEW REGULATIONS 

But I fear the general counsel's cryptic 
wording has another meaning. I fear it is de
signed to provide legal justification for the ex
istence of the service cost centers. I fear it 
gives the OSD CAIG authority to treat service 
cost estimates as independent. 

My worst fears may indeed be justified. 
Major revisions to DOD regulations 5000.2 

and 5000.4 are now under consideration, and 
they all clearly point to further erosion of ob
jectivity and impartiality in cost estimates. 

Under proposed rule changes, the require
ment that the CAIG prepare a separate as
sessment is to be stricken from the books. 
Under the new rules, the CAIG will merely re
view and validate the independent cost esti
mates prepared by service cost centers. It 
sounds like the role of the OSD CAIG could 
be relegated to "nothing more than a sophisti
cated 'math check' of the program office esti
mate," the DOD IG has warned. 
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ROLE OF SERVICE-RUN COST CENTERS 

Under proposed rule changes, the power 
and influence of the service cost centers could 
be on the upswing. 

There are three cost centers operated by 
the military departments as follows: The Army 
Cost and Economic Analysis Center, the Navy 
Center for Cost Analysis, and the Air Force 
Cost Center. 

Together, these organizations consume 
roughly 576 workyears annually, including as
sociated R&D and contractor support. Of the 
total, the bulk-78 percent-is taken by the Air 
Force. More than half of the total workload is 
performed by contractors. The IG estimates 
that the service-run cost centers cost the tax
payer about $30 million annually. 

What function do these organizations per
form? Why do they exist? 

The service cost centers prepare cost esti
mates, using the notorious pass-through meth
od. Under the pass-through method, the serv
ice cost centers incorporate cost estimates 
provided by the program offices-and contrac
tors-directly into the independent cost esti
mates used by the OSD CAIG and presented 
to senior DOD officials-without challenge. 

The IG has documented case after case of 
pass-through." The problem persists today. In 
fact, pass-through is to be specifically autho'r
ized by planned revisions to DOD regulations. 

These offices are clearly under the control 
and supervision of their respective depart
ments. They could not-under the terms of the 
statute-prepare a cost estimate that could be 
characterized as independent-so long as the 
weapons system under review was being ac
quired by their respective service or depart
ment. However, the Air Force Cost Center, for 
instance, might conceivably prepare an inde
pendent estimate for a weapons system being 
acquired by the Navy, but that would probably 
never happen, because of intense rivalry be
tween the military services. 

I believe these organizations serve no use
ful purpose. They are the primary vehicle for 
producing estimates that are camouflaged 
under the independent net but which are not 
independent under the law. Their pass-through 
products could be easily obtained by the OSD 
CAIG directly from the contractors and pro
gram offices. They should be abolished. 

If the service-run cost centers were abol
ished, the IG estimates that a total of 576 
DOD workyears, including contractor support, 
could be saved annually-? 4 in the Army; 53 
in the Navy; 450 the Air Force. This would not 
save big bucks-$30 million annually maybe, 
but billions could be saved if the quality· of 
DOD cost estimates were improved just slight
ly by this move. If DOD knew the true cost of 
weapons systems up front, many would be 
canceled and alternatives selected. 

FUTURE OPTIONS 

From the very start, I have made it abso
lutely clear that I was not interested in creating 
an organizational monster at the Pentagon. In
stead, I have consistently asked the inspector 
general to help Congress find ways to make 
modest improvements in the quality of DOD 
cost estimates. 

There are a number of proposals floating 
around to overhaul the OSD CAIG. 

During the markup of the Defense author
ization bill last year, Mr. Hertel offered an 
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amendment to place the CAIG under the ac
quisition secretariat. That proposal was re
jected in favor of report language that was ad
visory in nature. The language directed the 
Secretary of Defense "to develop a mecha
nism for generating independent cost esti
mates." The committee also directed that 
"such cost estimates." The committee also di
rected that "such cost estimates be provided 
directly to the Secretary of Defense." [See 
House Report No. 1 02-60, p. 263.] 

In the coming months, other proposals will 
be advanced. One would place the CAIG 
under the Comptroller, while others would 
abolish the CAIG entirely and in its place 
would create a truly separate cost entity-a 
super CAIG-like the IGor test office. 

Quite frankly, Mr. Speaker, I think the CAIG 
could function perfectly well right where it is
provided the CAIG has the right kind of lead
ership and direction. Those qualities are lack
ing today. Poor cost work can jeopardize the 
strength and readiness of our Armed Forces 
over time. Cost estimating is too important to 
be left to someone who is afraid to confront 
the military services with the facts. 

NEW IG REPORT 

The IG's long-awaited report was issued on 
February 5, 1992. It is entitled "Independent 
Cost Estimating for Major Defense Acquisition 
Programs, No. 92-0IG-Q1." 

This is not an excellent piece of work. In 
fact, it is somewhat of a disappointment. I had 
expected a hard-hitting report-up to the IG's 
usual standards. Unfortunately, that didn't hap
pen. Nonetheless, the report contains some 
important and useful information that can be 
used to amend the laws governing DOD cost 
estimating. 

OVERALL IG CONCLUSIONS 

The IG places a great deal of stock in 
planned revisions to DOD regulations. The IG 
bases its entire case and assessment on the 
projected impact of the new regulations. The 
IG plans to use the new guidelines as a stand
ard of measurement in future audits. 

I remain skeptical about the importance of 
DOD regulations. 

Planned revisions to DOD procedures and 
regulations, including 5000.2 and 5000.4, if 
put into practice, in the IG's opinion, "will en
hance the effectiveness and efficiency of the 
cost estimating processes * * * and extend 
beyond the requirements found in 10 U.S.C. 
2434." The IG believes that these changes in 
policies and procedures would satisfactorily 
address the concerns raised in its 1989 report 
as well as the deficiencies addressed in the 
new report. 

MAJOR PROBLEMS IDENTIFIED BY IG 

STAFFING ISSUES 

Of the total workyears expended in DOD 
cost analysis community, only 1 08 or 5 per 
cent were expended in developing independ
ent cost estimates [independent cost esti
mates are prepared by the military services]. 

Only 50 per cent of OSD CAIG manhours 
are dedicated to the preparation of independ
ent cost estimates; balance is consumed by 
program analysis and evaluation-PA&E func
tions-program and budget reviews. 

OSD CAIG has insufficient staff resources 
to perform PA&E responsibilities and at the 
same time to meet independent cost estimat
ing responsibilities. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

OSD CAIG staff requires augmentation. 
Air Force expends five times more staffing 

and budgetary resources annually in support 
of independent cost estimating than other 
services. 

EXEMPTION FOR "BLACK" PROGRAMS 

10 U.S.C. 2430 exempts special access 
programs like A-12 and F-22 from the inde
pendent cost estimating requirements of 1 0 
u.s.c. 2434. 

Under revised DOD regulation (5000.2) is
sued in February 1991, requirements of 10 
U.S.C. 2434 were extended to all special ac
cess programs-despite continued exclusion 
authorized by 10 U.S.C. 2430. 

AIR FORCE DEFICIENCIES 

STRUCTURE 

Air Force independent estimating structure 
and process do not adequately safeguard the 
credibility and independence of cost estimates. 

Air Force structure does not promote inde
pendent and forthright cost estimates. 

Air Force is the only service to require ac
quisition or buying commands to develop the 
program office estimates and to assume pri
mary responsibility for preparation of inde
pendent estimates. 

Air Force program managers control all fi
nancial resources needed to develop inde
pendent estimates . 

IG recommends that Air Force independent 
estimating resources be consolidated within 
centralized cost center. 

CQNTRACTOR SUPPORT 

While Army and Navy do not use contrac
tors to develop cost estimates, Air Force relies 
heavily on contractor assistance in the prepa
ration of cost estimates. 

Principal contractors to the various program 
offices, such as Mitre and aerospace corpora
tions, are assisting in the preparation of inde
pendent Air Force cost estimates-even 
though each company has a direct and con
tinuing interest in the program for which the 
estimates are prepared. 

Current Air Force situation with Mitre and 
aerospace Corporation is unacceptable. 

IG recommends that regulations must be 
developed to preclude such conflicts of inter
est. 

LEGISLATION 

Consistent with the findings and rec
ommendations of the inspector general on 
these matters, I am proposing remedial legis
lation. 

The purpose of the proposed legislation is 
to bring a greater degree of independence and 
discipline to DOD cost estimates. 

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS 

Proposal No. 1: Amend 10 U.S.C. 2434 to 
specify that the Secretary of Defense may not 
approve the development, production, or de
ployment of a major defense acquisition pro
gram unless all requirements specified in DOD 
regulations governing independent cost esti
mates and supporting documentation have 
been met. 

Purpose: IG maintains that planned revi
sions to DOD regulations, including 5000.2 
and 5000.4, will correct the deficiencies identi
fied in 1989 and 1992 reports; amendment 
woulq codify regulatory requirements pro
moted by IG. 

Proposal No. 2: Amend 10 U.S.C. 2434 to 
prohibit the use of contractors to prepare or 
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assist in the preparation of cost estimates
unless the contractor is not under the control 
of the military department that is responsible 
for the program for which the estimate is to be 
made. 

Purpose: DOD has no policy or regulations 
governing use of contractors for independent 
cost estimating; IG has identified flagrant con
flict of interest relationships involving contrac
tor support in the preparation of independent 
cost estimates; amendment would allow con
tractor support but would preclude conflict of 
interest situations. 

Proposal No. 3: Amend 10 U.S.C. 2434, ex
tending law to all special access programs. 

Purpose: Under 1 0 U.S.C. 2430, special ac
cess programs, like A-12 and F-22, are ex
cluded from the requirements of 10 U.S.C. 
2434; DOD regulations have extended 10 
U.S.C. 2434 to all special access programs; 
amendment would codify regulatory require
ments; OSD CAIG analysts are routinely 
cleared to review special access programs. 

Proposal No. 4: Amend 10 U.S.C. 2434 to 
specify that the office that prepares independ
ent cost estimates for the Secretary of De
fense shall perform no PA&E functions. 

Purpose: IG found that only 50 percent of 
manhours consumed annually by OSD CAIG 
are dedicated to the preparation of independ
ent cost estimates; other 50 percent of 
manhours are consumed by PA&E functions; 
there is nothing in OSD CAIG charter-DOD 
direction 5000.4-that authorizes CAIG to be
come deeply involved in PA&E functions; 
amendment would dedicate CAIG, manpower 
exclusively to CAIG functions, in effect, aug
menting personnel resources are rec
ommended by IG and to fill void created by 
elimination of service cost centers. 

Proposal No. 5: Amend 10 U.S.C. 2434 to 
impose a $20,000 civil penalty on any em
ployee who provides the Secretary of Defense 
with a cost estimate on a major program that 
is not an independent assessment as defined 
by the statute. 

Purpose: Significant numbers of personnel 
received large cash bonuses, awards, and 
promotions for shoddy cost work on the A-12 
and in support of MAR; Those responsible 
should have been held accountable and de
moted, fined, and/or fired; to discourage such 
practices in the future, amendment would au
thorize the imposition of fine of $20,000. 

Proposal No. 6: Separate provisions would 
abolish the centralized cost centers estab
lished by the military departments to prepare 
independent cost estimates; service cost cen
ters would be phased out by September 30, 
1993. 

Purpose: These organizations are under the 
control of their respective military departments; 
they cannot-under the terms of the statute
prepare a cost estimate that could be charac
terized as independent-so long as the pro
gram under review was being acquired by that 
organization's parent service; IG found that 
these organizations consistently use the pass
through method, that is, they simply incor
porate cost estimates by the program office di
rectly into the independent cost estimate with
out challenge; OSD CAIG can easily obtain 
cost estimates from the program managers 
and contractors without the help of the service 
cost centers; pass-through organizations are 
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duplicative, cost $30 million annually to oper
ate, and should be abolished as proposed 

Mr. Speaker, I don't believe that I am offer
ing the final or definitive solution to the prol:r 
lem. I do believe that these measures will help 
to bring a greater degree of discipline, integ
rity, and independence to DOD cost estimat
ing. That is my purpose. This is my hope. 

I urge all my colleagues to support this leg
islation. 

H.R. 5062 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. INDEPENDENT COST ESTIMATES FOR 
MAJOR DEFENSE ACQUISITION PRO
GRAMS. 

Section 2434 of title 10, United States Code, 
is amended-

(!) by striking out the period at the end of 
subsection (a) and inserting in lieu thereof 
the following: "and all the requirements 
specified in Department of Defense regula
tions with respect to independent cost esti
mates under this section and supporting doc
umentation that are applicable to the pro
gram have been met. " ; 

(2) by redesignating subsection (b) as sub
section (0; and 

(3) by inserting after subsection (a) the fol
lowing new subsections: 

"(b) LIMITATIONS ON USE OF CONTRAC
TORS.-And independent cost estimate pre
pared with respect to a major defense acqui
sition program for the purposes of this sec
tion may not be prepared by, or with the as
sistance of, a contractor that is under the 
supervision, direction, or control of the mili
tary department or Defense Agency that is 
responsible for the program. 

"(c) APPLICABILITY TO HIGHLY SENSITIVE 
CLASSIFIED PROGRAMS.-For the purposes Of 
this section, a highly sensitive classified pro
gram shall be considered to be a major de
fense acquisition program if it meets the cri
teria specified in paragraph (1) or (2) of sec
tion 2430 of this title. 

"(d) LIMITATION ON OSD OFFICE FUNC
TIONS.-The office (or other entity) within 
the Office of the Secretary of Defense that 
has responsibility for the preparation of cost 
estimates for the Secretary of Defense may 
not be assigned any program analysis and 
evaluation functions. 

"(e) CIVIL PENALTY.-Any civilian officer 
or employee of the Department of Defense 
who provides to the Secretary of Defense a 
cost estimate for the purposes of this section 
that is not an independent cost estimate 
shall be subject to a civil penalty of $20,000." . 

H.R. 5063 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. ABOLITION OF MILITARY DEPART
MENT CENTRALIZED COST CENTERS. 

The Secretary of Defense shall, not later 
than September 30, 1993, abolish the follow
ing entities of the Department of Defense: 

(1) The Army Cost and Economic Analysis 
Center, Department of the Army. 

(2) The Naval Center for Cost Analysis, De
partment of the Navy. 

(3) The Air Force Cost Center and Inde
pendent Cost Analysis Program, Department 
of the Air Force. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 

TRIBUTE TO WINNIE KOUKOL 

HON. WILUAM 0. UPINSKI 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 5, 1992 

Mr. LIPINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
recognize Winnie Koukol of Lyons, IL. Mrs. 
Koukol has dedicated the past 13 years to the 
Lyons Public Library and will be retiring this 
month. 

Winnie Koukol served as library director 
from 1979 to 1982 and in the 1 0 years since, 
she has worked as head librarian of the Lyons 
Public Library. Throughout her career with the 
library, Mrs. Koukol has concentrated on in
creasing the library's accessibility and value to 
each citizen of Lyons, young and old. 

During her tenure at the library, Mrs. Koukol 
increased the library's material collection by 
adding video tapes, compact discs, and cas
settes as well as increasing the library's book 
collection. In addition, she has developed an 
outstanding genealogy collection. Winnie 
Koukol also automated the library and added 
a parking lot. In every aspect of her work, Mrs. 
Koukol's efforts have been directed at serving 
the community in every way possible. 

Winnie Koukol should be a model for the 
Nation to emulate. I respect and admire her 
service to her community and commitment to 
education. I hope my colleagues will join me 
in congratulating her on this special occasion 
and wishing her all the best in the years to 
come. 

INTRODUCING H.R. 5055, THE 
COAST GUARD AUTHORIZATION 
ACT OF 1992 

HON. W.J. (BillY) TAUZIN 
OF LOUISIANA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 5, 1992 

Mr. TAUZIN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to in
troduce H.R. 5055 the Coast Guard Authoriza
tion Act of 1992. On behalf of Mr. JONES of 
North Carolina, Mr. STUDDS, Mr. DAVIS, Mr. 
fiELDS, and Mr. JEFFERSON, I would like to ex
plain the bill. 

H.R. 5055 authorizes $3.6 billion in appro
priations for the Coast Guard to operate in 
1993. Before we look at the bill, allow me to 
quickly tell you what we can expect from the 
Coast Guard on a typical day. On a typical 
day the Coast Guard will: 

Save 13 lives and assist 339 people; 
Save $2 million in property; 
Conduct 232 search and rescue missions; 
Respond to 33 oil or hazardous chemical 

spills; 
Inspect 82 commercial vessels; 
Investigate 18 marine accidents; 
Service 11 9 buoys and lighthouses; and 
Seize 84 pounds of marijuana and 92 

pounds of cocaine. 
That's quite a day. But, those are just some 

of the services the Coast Guard provides on 
any given day. We get all this and more from 
a service of less than 40,000 dedicated men 
and women who proudly wear the Coast 
Guard uniform. In exchange for the personal 
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sacrifices coasties gladly make for their coun
try, we have an obligation to provide them with 
the best equipment, a quality standard of liv
ing, and reliable family and health care serv
ices. 

The good news is, we are beginning to see 
the results of the Commandant's efforts to im
prove the standards of the organization and to 
bring about a better quality of life for those en
listed in the Coast Guard's service. Adm. Bill 
Kime is doing a tremendous job, and this bill 
recognizes his priorities. 

H.R. 5055 authorizes $419 million for acqui
sition, construction, and investment [AC&I] in 
the Coast Guard capital plant. This year the 
administration requested $414 million for the 
AC&I account-$9 million less than last year. 
Although we have made progress, the Coast 
Guard continues to operate 50-year-old ships 
and 75-year-old shore stations. We must in
vest in the Coast Guard's infrastructure at a 
steady, predictable pace if we expect the men 
and women of the Coast Guard to meet the 
operational demands Congress has placed on 
them. 

The Coast Guard has shown assertive lead
ership in its international efforts to protect our 
environment through the IMO-International 
Maritime Organization. The activities of the 
IMO are increasingly shaping our own laws 
and standards. As a leader in the world mari
time community, the Coast Guard needs our 
support to promote safer, more efficient com
merce and to protect the marine environment 
through the development and enforcement of 
IMO treaties. This bill fully supports the Coast 
Guard's marine safety-environmental protec
tion missions. 

I also want to recognize the Coast Guard's 
fine efforts in completing the port needs study. 
If we are to truly reduce the potential for darn
age to our waterways from spills of oil or haz
ardous materials, we must be committed to 
the concept of pollution prevention. The report 
is completed. We must not hesitate to fund the 
new vessel traffic systems which the report 
calls for. This bill will authorize several VTS 
projects. 

The Coast Guard is an outstanding organi
zation composed of some of the finest men 
and women our country has produced. We in 
Congress who understand the Coast Guard 
and its missions must continue to fight to en
sure that its needs are met so that the Coast 
Guard can continue in its tradition of excel
lence in service to the citizens of this country. 
I ask you to support H.R. 5055. 

SPACE STATION FREEDOM: NOW 
AND FOR THE FUTURE 

HON. GLENN M. ANDERSON 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 5, 1992 

Mr. ANDERSON. Mr. Speaker, since Neil 
Armstrong made his first historic steps on the 
Moon, each new generation of Americans has 
yearned to be astronauts, to float weightless 
above our atmosphere, and to explore what 
lies beyond our known universe. Books, mov
ies, and television excite young minds with the 
adventure of space travel and the joy of dis-
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covery. Are these mysteries of space only to 
be found in the world of make-believe, or can 
ingenuity and hard work make real what was 
once only imagined? I believe we have an op
portunity to make a dream reality by voting to 
support the space station. 

Opponents of the space station argue that 
we cannot afford to build it. I would argue that 
we can't afford not to. What value can be 
placed on the information and inspiration pro
vided by the space station? How do you 
measure the benefit of the 75,000 jobs cur
rently related to the station, or the thousands 
of future jobs sure to result from its production 
and deployment? Beyond these economic 
benefits, the station will also be a unique and 
unprecedented scientific research laboratory. 
Our space program has generated innumer
able technological breakthroughs and spin-off 
applications that have resulted in tremendous 
advances in medicine, satellites, and compos
ite materials. The permanently manned orbit
ing laboratory also promises a whole host of 
new technologies and applications, the scope 
and impact of which we can only imagine. An 
advanced observation platform like the space 
station will be invaluable to continued research 
in space. 

Our commercial industries have also bene
fited from our strong space program. The Unit
ed States is the world leader in space and 
aerospace-related products. Aerospace prod
ucts currently provide a healthy trade surplus, 
and the international applications of the space 
station will only increase our leadership in 
these critical industries. Slashing our space 
program would be a grave mistake that would 
have dramatic negative impacts on our trade 
deficit and national economy. Furthermore, in 
light of the predicted growth in fields such as 
high-speed computers, communications, and 
health care, a strong space science program 
is needed to continue our technological lead
ership in these areas. 

Civilian aerospace also provides the most 
direct technology and skilled worker transfers 
from our currently shrinking defense industry. 
With our economy still suffering, a smooth 
transition from defense-related to civilian-relat
ed jobs is essential. The defense drawdown is 
already costing thousands of jobs in my south
ern California district. To simultaneously make 
severe cuts in the space program is 
shockingly irresponsible. Growth in the sat
ellite, composite materials, electronics, or 
other civilian aerospace industries would 
greatly lessen the blow of defense cuts. A 
strong space program not only preserves jobs 
today, but it promises to ensure more jobs for 
the future. 

The space station's wide range of capabili
ties make it central to our entire space pro
gram. Cutting the station would be counter
productive to much of the research and devel
opment currently underway, and would under
mine the reorganization efforts of NASA's new 
chief, Daniel Goldin. This is a time to show 
support for NASA and to encourage an atmos
phere of renewed vigor and efficiency, not to 
handcuff the new Administrator with drastic 
funding cuts. 

My views on a robust space program are 
shared by scientists, industry leaders, many of 
my colleagues on both sides of the aisle, and 
by the vast majority of the American people. 
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Space station Freedom represents the center
piece of our forward-looking program, and 
may be the next "giant leap" for the United 
States, and indeed, all mankind. I encourage 
my colleagues to reject the Roemer amend
ment and support space station Freedom. 

CONGRESSMAN DALE KILDEE 
PAYS TRIBUTE TO GENESEE 
COUNTY MEDICAL SOCIETY 

HON. DALE E. KILDEE 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 5, 1992 

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
pay tribute to the Genesee County Medical 
Society on the occasion of the 150th anniver
sary of its founding in Genesee County, MI. 

Organized as the area's first medical society 
by four physicians, Drs. Robert Lamond, John 
King, John Hayes, and George Fish, the Gen
esee County Medical Society has been known 
by several names and experienced several re
organizations, but the primary commitment 
has remained the same. The society has held 
as its highest goal the promotion and en
hancement of the health of the community. 
The members of the society maintain high 
standards for medical practice, education, 
community awareness, professional ethics, 
and responsible health care delivery. 

From that beginning in 1841 with 4 physi
cians to the current organization with 518 phy
sicians, the Genesee County Medical Society 
has been an instrument of change. During the 
1870's the society advocated for improved 
medical licensing procedures by the State of 
Michigan, warned against the use of tobacco, 
and urged the formation of a municipal bo·ard 
of health. These are just a few examples of 
the exemplary work done by the members of 
the medical society over the past 150 years. 

The Genesee County Medical Society is 
recognized both nationally and on the State 
level for its effectiveness in changing health 
care policy. In 1991 the society introduced 10 
percent of the resolutions acted upon by the 
Michigan State Medical Society and 3 of the 
1 0 resolutions sponsored by the State Medical 
Society at the American Medical Association 
House of Delegates. This year the "Health 
Care Weekly Review" cited Peter Levine, ex
ecutive director, and the Genesee County 
Medical Society as one of the eight individuals 
or organizations that made a difference in 
health care policy. 

The members of the society are also recog
nized for their work. Last Sunday, Dr. 
Marigowda Nagaraju received the Michigan 
State Medical Society Community Service 
Award for his work in creating the Burton Free 
Medical Clinic. This is the most recent exam
ple of the outstanding service the Genesee 
County Medical Society members contribute to 
the welfare of their community. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues in Con
gress to join me in congratulating the Gen
esee County Medical Society on its 150th an
niversary. The Medical Society has a long, 
outstanding tradition of providing quality health 
care to the residents of Genesee County. The 
membership is renowned for its compassion, 
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commitment, and innovative skills. It is a privi
lege to be able to work with the physicians of 
Genesee County. I look forward to a continued 
fruitful relationship as the medical society 
moves into its second 150 years. 

SIX MIAMI AREA EDUCATORS 
NOMINATED FOR 1992 READER'S 
DIGEST HEROES IN EDUCATION 
AWARD 

HON. ILEANA ROS-LEHTINEN 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 5, 1992 
Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I am 

pleased to recognize six Miami area educators 
who were recently nominated for the 1992 
Reader's Digest Heroes in Education Award. 
Among them are two administrators from one 
of Dade County's newest schools, Bowman 
Foster Ashe Elementary, which was recently 
featured in the Miami Herald. The article, 
"New School Has Two Among Nominees as 
Top Educators," by Jon O'Neill, tells how the 
5-month-old west Dade elementary school is 
already receiving national recognition: 

After being open for only five months, 
Bowman Foster Ashe Elementary is already 
getting national recognition. 

Principal Frazier Cheyney and Saturn Co
ordinator William Koch have been nomi
nated for the 1992 Reader's Digest "Heroes in 
Education" Award, which recognizes edu
cators for outstanding contributions. 

They are two of six area educators vying 
for the award which is sponsored by The 
Reader's Digest Association, the National 
Association of Secondary School Principals, 
the National Education Association, the Na
tional Association of Elementary School 
Principals and the American Federation of 
Teachers. 

The other Dade nominees are Steven 
Bachmeyer, a graphics teacher at South 
Dade High; Dianne Culmer, an English teach
er at Palmetto High School; and two teach
ers from Our Lady of Lourdes Academy, so
cial studies and English teacher Anne Brown 
and religion teacher Sister William Mariam 
Gurner. 

The award was created four years ago. Out 
of about 800 nominations, judges will select 
10 national winners in mid-April. They will 
receive $10,000 for their individual schools 
and $5,000 for themselves. 

"We're finding a lot of good things are 
going on out there," said Bruce 
Trachtenberg, a Reader's Digest spokesman. 
"The idea of the contest is to show people at 
their best and illustrate the power of individ
uals to make a difference." 

Those who work with Cheyney and Koch at 
Ashe, 6601 SW 152nd Ave., say they are a de
serving duo. 

"There is so much electricity and enthu
siasm here. They support us in whatever we 
want to do and I love working here," said 
kindergarten teacher Cristina Helfand. 

Cheyney and Koch both worked for a year 
developing the school's curriculum. 

"Actually, things have gone a lot better 
than we ever thought they would," said 
Cheyney. "We're pleased with it." 

The school, named after a former president 
of the University of Miami, has an ongoing 
partnership with UM. The college has an of
fice there and three graduate assistants su
pervise UM student teachers and help run 
the school's five computer labs. 
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Kindergartners at Ashe stay an hour 

longer than at most Dade public 
elementaries and use the time for art, music 
and physical education. 

"It sounds hokey, but this is the best place 
I've ever worked," said kindergarten teacher 
Bonnie Sheil. "This is how you always 
dreamed things would be when you were 
studying to be a teacher." 

Said Koch: "It felt good to get the recogni
tion, but we've still got a lot to do." 

I am happy to pay tribute to the school's 
principal, Frazier Cheyney, and Saturn Coordi
nator William Koch who were nominated for 
their work in beginning this model school. I am 
also proud to recognize the four other Dade 
County teachers who were also nominated for 
this, prestigious award, including Steven 
Bachmeyer of South Dade High, Dianne 
Culmer of Palmetto High School, and Anne 
Brown and Sister William Mariam Gurner of 
Our Lady of Lourdes Academy. The staff and 
students of these fine schools should also be 
proud of their success in achieving this impor
tant recognition. 

THE 1992 ELLIS ISLAND MEDALS 
OF HONOR 

HON. FRANK J. GUARINI 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 5, 1992 

Mr. GUARINI. Mr. Speaker, on Sunday, 
April 26, 1992, the National Ethnic Coalition of 
Organizations awarded the Ellis Island Medal 
of Honor to over 1 00 distinguished Americans 
in a ceremony on Ellis Island. 

The Ellis Island Medal of Honor commemo
rates and recognizes Americans of different 
ethnic backgrounds who have made significant 
contributions to our society. These medals 
have been aptly named, for Ellis Island is a 
symbol of the immigrant roots and the diver
sity that characterizes our Nation's people. 

Over 17 million Americans arrived in the 
United States through Ellis Island when it op
erated as an immigrant processing center from 
1892 to 1954. 

Today, over 40 million Americans can trace 
their roots to ancestors who took their first 
footsteps on American soil at Ellis Island. 

This year's awards ceremony, which has 
held in the great hall of the recently restored 
Ellis Island complex, was dedicated to Alex 
Haley. As the author or "Roots," Mr. Haley 
has had a profound and deep impact on mil
lions of Americans, encouraging them to dis
cover their ethnic and cultural origins. He in
spired millions of Americans to ask questions 
about their family's history and to renew their 
connections with their family's heritage. 

The ceremony on April 26 paid tribute to the 
spirit of integration and cooperation. It was a 
time to reflect on immigrant roots of Ar:rieri
cans and the rich ethnic mosaic that makes up 
our Nation. 

The recipients of this year's awards were 
Americans of different background and occu
pations who, through their work, have helped 
to make our Nation a better place in which to 
live. They were artists, musicians, community 
leaders, business people, journalists, religious 
leaders, labor leaders, athletes, publishers, 
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educators, attorneys, military leaders, and 
medical professionals. 

Among those leading Americans honored 
were Gen. H. Norman Schwarzkopf; Senator 
STROM THURMOND; Nobel Prize winner Elie 
Wiesel; Cardinal Anthony Bevilacqua, Arch
bishop of Philadelphia; television host Phil 
Donahue; businessman Eugene Freedman; 
former New Jersey Gov. Thomas H. Kean; 
Rev. William J. Byron, president of Catholic 
University; author Gay Talese; actor Keith 
Carradine; labor leader Ronald Carey; civil 
rights leader Roy Innis; journalist Pierre Sal
inger; former FBI Director William Sessions; 
U.S. Secretary of State James Baker Ill; 
former Federal Reserve head Paul A. Volcker; 
former hostage Terry Anderson; baseball great 
Mickey Mantle; authoress Ivana Trump; and 
musician ltzhak Perlman. 

The fabric of our Nation is made up of peo
ple with diverse backgrounds, cultures, and 
heritage. The common thread that holds us to
gether is a shared belief in the ideals and prin
ciples embodied in our Constitution and the 
Bill of Rights. 

Our Nation has been a haven for immi
grants from all over the world who have come 
with a common desire to forge a new life in a 
land of opportunity, liberty, and freedom-free 
from religious, economic, and political perse
cution. The strength and determination that 
has accompanied each new wave of immigra
tion has been a contributing force in our Na
tion's success. 

At a time when the multicultured fabric of 
our Nation's society is showing some wear 
and seeming to fray, the spirit of integration 
and the need for better understanding be
tween different groups in our society is more 
essential than ever. The National Ethnic Coali
tion of Organizations is an invaluable group 
which seeks to bring people together-to 
teach Americans of different backgrounds 
about the cultures and history of other Ameri
cans. 

Mr. Chairman, I ask you and my distin
guished colleagues to join me in recognizing 
the Ellis Island Medals of Honor recipients and 
to commend the National Ethnic Coalition of 
Organizations-its chairman of the board, Wil
liam Denis Fugazy; its honorary chairman and 
secretary, Richard A. Grace; and Arnold I. 
Burns, its president-for their tireless efforts to 
foster dialogue and forge bridges between dif
ferent ethnic groups and promote unity and a 
sense of common purpose in our Nation. 

JOHNSTOWN-CAMBRIA COUNTY 
BUSINESS HALL OF FAME IN
DUCTS FIRST MEMBERS 

· HON. JOHN P. MUR1HA 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 5, 1992 

Mr. MURTHA. Mr. Speaker, baseball has its 
Cooperstown; football has its Canton; basket
ball has its Springfield. Until now, however the 
business community in Cambria County, PA, 
had no exhibit to celebrate the extraordinary 
achievements of its outstanding business lead
ers. This is all about to change, as the Greater 
Johnstown-Cambria County Business Hall of 
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Fame will induct its six charter members on 
May?. 

The six initial inductees for the hall of fame 
will be John Crichton, Charles Kunkle, Jr., 
Howard Picking, Jr., and the late Louis W. 
Glosser, Arthur J. Morrell, and Daniel J. 
Moxham. 

The committee who selected the inductees 
chose to honor three industrialists from the 
past. Glosser, Morrell, and Moxham were in
strumental in helping Johnstown recover from 
the devastating 1889 flood, and make it a 
thriving industrial center in the early 20th cen
tury. 

The three other inductees, John Crichton, 
Charles Kunkle, Jr., Howard Picking, Jr., have 
been important figures in bringing our area 
back from the economic difficulties we have 
faced in recent years. Their vision and com
munity involvement have made a huge dif
ference in helping the Greater Johnstown area 
to diversify its economy and attract a wide 
range of businesses. I've been fortunate in 
being able to work with these individuals, and 
although they are no longer involved in day-to
day business responsibilities, their concern 
and efforts on behalf of our area continue to 
play an important part in their lives. A large 
part of this award is based on community in
volvement, and all three of these gentlemen 
have given much of their time to make the 
Greater Johnstown area a better place to live 
for everyone. 

I look forward to the establishment of the 
Greater Johnstown-Cambria County Business 
Hall of Fame. It has set a high standard with 
the initial six inductees, and I'd like to con
gratulate these individuals and their families 
on this memorable occasion for an honor that 
is very well deserved. 

DESCRIPTION OF THOMAS JEF
FERSON COMMEMORATION COM
MISSION ACT 

HON. GEORGE ALLEN 
OF VIRGINIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 5, 1992 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, today I am intro
ducing legislation to establish a commission 
commemorating the 250th anniversary of the 
birth of Thomas Jefferson on April 13, 1993. I 
would like to thank the entire Virginia delega
tion and all my colleagues who have joined 
me in sponsoring this legislation. Furthermore, 
I appreciate Chairman THOMAS SAWYER and 
ranking member THOMAS RIDGE of the Sub
committee on Census and Population and 
their staffs for their tremendous help in draft
ing the bill. 

Last year, Senator JOHN WARNER and Con
gressman D. French Slaughter, Jr., introduced 
legislation to create a commission to com
memorate this occasion. Senator WARNER's 
bill, S. 959, passed the Senate unanimously. 

Taking up where Congressman Slaughter 
left off upon his retirement, I am reintroducing 
the bill with reduced funding levels and in
creased accountability for the use of Federal 
funds. In this regard, I have worked closely 
with the Subcommittee on Census and Popu
lation, the General Accounting Office, and 
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Sene1tor WARNER to craft a consensus bill 
which I hope will receive unanimous support in 
the House. 

The 18-member Commission would com
memorate this internationally significant occa
sion by coordinating activities such as a lec
ture series, symposiums, films, and edu
cational programs to recognize Jefferson's di
verse contributions to Virginia and the Nation. 
Additionally, the Commission will collect and 
return many of his personal possessions to his 
homes in Virginia, particularly Monticello in 
Charlottesville. 

Among his many achievements, Thomas 
Jefferson was the third President of the United 
States; Vice President to John Adams; our 
first Secretary of State; Ambassador to 
France; author of the Declaration of Independ
ence and Virginia's Statute of Religious Free
dom; Governor of Virginia; architect of the Vir
ginia State Capitol; and founder and architect 
of the University of Virginia. His talents were 
multifaceted including government, art, lit
erature, law, science, music, mathematics, ar
chitecture, and agriculture. 

The diverse accomplishments of Thomas 
Jefferson continue to influence the lives of all 
Americans and it is fitting for Congress to rec
ognize Thomas Jefferson's legacy of excel
lence. 

IN CELEBRATION OF CINCO DE 
MAYO 

HON. PORTER J. GOSS 
OF FLORIDA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 5, 1992 

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, this past weekend 
I had an opportunity to join in a unique and in
spirational celebration with many of my friends 
in Immokalee in southwest Florida in honor of 
Cinco De Mayo. As the local newspaper de
scribed it, it was "a celebration of tradition. A 
celebration of community * * • they did it with 
bands, dancers and lots of tacos, tamales and 
fajitas." It was good, family fun and it under
scored the simple but powerful fact that the 
spirit of our communities is the true spirit of 
this great Nation. This is an especially good 
time to remember that. 

It was my privilege to participate in the Third 
Annual Cinco De Mayo Festival of Collier 
County, FL, where thousands of people of all 
ages came together to recall the past and to 
build for a future of common purpose and 
peace. It was a day of wonderful food, friendly 
hospitality, lively music and dancing-a day 
designed to promote awareness and under
standing of Hispanic culture and traditions. 

On May 5, 1862 a small band of Mexican 
"Guerrillas" led by a young farmer-turned-gen
eral stood up to the powerful and numerically 
superior army of Napoleon Ill at the city of 
Puebla. This battle stands as a strong re
minder of what can be accomplished-even 
against long odds-when courage, conviction 
and spirit come together toward a common 
purpose. This is the tradition of Cinco De 
Mayo-and that tradition continues to live in 
countless communities across the Nation. 

Mr. Speaker, I remain very proud of the His
panic people of southwest Florida who have 
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made it a priority to bring people together, at 
a time when there is so much divisiveness 
threatening the fabric of America. Where there 
is understanding of our differences-then 
there will be respect for our differences. Con
gratulations to Ed Aguila, the president of the 
Collier County Cinco De Mayo organizing 
committee, and to all those who participated in 
a teriffic event. It was a rousing success for 
Immokalee and a model for our Nation. 

TRIBUTE TO GLADYS HERNANDEZ 

HON. BARBARA B. KENNELLY 
OF CONNECTICUT 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 5, 1992 

Mrs. KENNELLY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to honor a very special and personal friend, 
Mrs. Gladys Hernandez who will retire from 
Bernard Brown Elementary School in Hartford, 
CT, in June 1992. Because of her dedication 
and exemplary service, teachers, family, and 
friends will gather on May 16, 1992 to pay trib
ute to this remarkable bilingual teacher. 

Since settling in Hartford in 1952, Gladys 
Hernandez has dedicated 24 years of her life 
to educating our children-the most important 
task in our society. She is highly respected 
and admired by her peers, principal, friends, 
and most importantly, her students. Last year, 
she was one of the bilingual teachers elected 
as the "Educator of the Year" from La Casa 
de PR, one of the oldest organizations in Hart
ford. 

In addition to her outstanding teaching, Mrs. 
Hernandez is well known as a community 
leader. She has been the recipient of numer
ous awards such as: "Celebrating the Leader
ship of Women for 120 Years," from the Hart
ford Region of the YWCA; "Educator and 
Leader," from the Connecticut Valley Girl 
Scouts, Hartford, CT; and for her "Devoted 
Service," from the National Conference of 
Puerto Rican Women, Hartford chapter. She 
has also been recognized by many organiza
tions in Hartford, such as the Hartford Multi
National Lions Club and others, for her com
mitment and participation as president, mem
ber, or board of director. The Center Church 
is just one example of an organization that 
has benefited from her kindness. 

Mrs. Hernandez is very special to her col
leagues. She is a great mother, teacher, lead
er, role model, and most of all, a true friend 
to all of us. My best wishes to Gladys as she 
accepts new challenges and enjoys some lei
sure time. She will be sorely missed. 

COMMUNITY RECREATION 
ENHANCEMENT ACT OF 1992 

HON. PETER H. KOSTMA YER 
OF PENNSYLVANIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, May 5, 1992 

Mr. KOSTMAYER. Mr. Speaker, today I am 
introducing a bill for myself and Mr. MILLER of 
California which amends the Land and Water 
Conservation Fund Act of 1965 [LWCF]. This 
bill, the Community Recreation Enhancement 
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Act of 1992, will amend section 6 of LWCF, 
which provides financial assistance to the 
States to purchase park lands and fund the 
development of recreational facilities, and in 
addition will create two new titles; title Ill and 
title IV. 

A new title Ill will expand projects eligible for 
the consideration of Congress to include rec
reational open space and related projects in 
four new categories. Title IV will create an 
emergency loan program at the State and 
local level for recreational land acquisition and 
facility rehabilitation. 

Mr. Speaker, in 1964 Congress made a 
strong commitment to assuring that every citi
zen of this country, present and future, had 
access to parks and recreational opportunities 
near their homes. Congress again under
scored this commitment in 1976 when it au
thorized that receipts from offshore oil and gas 
leases should be used to fund the program at 
a level of $900,000 each year. Congress felt 
that as the Nation depleted the nonrenewable 
resources of the outer continental shelf, some 
of the receipts should be dedicated to creating 
a lasting park and recreation legacy for the 
citizens who collectively own these resources. 

Over time, State and local recreation pro
grams have received more than $3.5 billion in 
matching grants. A third of this money has 
gone to purchase parklands, while the remain
ing two-thirds has been used to develop visitor 
facilities. Virtually every community in America 
has benefited from this program. 

Mr. Speaker, until 1980, these grants were 
increasingly spent in urban areas, those 
places· in which the demand continues to grow 
and the financial resources to meet that de
mand continues to decline. The last two ad
ministrations have ignored the recreational 
needs close to every American's home. Worse 
than that, Congress has forgotten the commit
ment it made. Last year the State side of the 
Land and Water Conservation Fund received 
an appropriation of $20 million-$20 million to 
be split 56 ways between qualifying States. 

In these difficult economic times, many say 
the Federal Government cannot afford to help 
fund State parks and recreational programs. 
Facing funding crises for police and schools, 
many State and local governments have cut 
recreation programs first. I say, that in these 
difficult times, this Federal program is one of 
the best investments Congress can make in 
our cities. 

We have reached a crisis point in land con
servation and recreational opportunity in this 
country. Our growing population and the de
velopment trends it brings threaten what little 
open space remains in and near our cities. 
The lack of recreational programs and facilities 
in our urban centers contributes to personal 
and societal stress. This past week we saw 
this stress explode in places like Los Angeles 
and Atlanta. Though the problems that under
lay these explosions are multifaceted, no one 
questions that the availability of quality open 
space and good recreational opportunities in 
our urban centers can be a large part of the 
solution. 

Through this bill Congress can restore the 
initial purpose of the Land and Water Con
servation Fund-that is, to provide its citizens 
with green and open spaces near their homes, 
where children can play safely, with facilities 
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where minds and bodies can grow strong, with 
programs where our youth can find alter
natives to gangs and drugs. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge you and all my col
leagues to join Mr. MILLER and myself in this 
rededication to the original intent of the Land 
and Water Conservation Fund. 

A TRIBUTE TO MARTIN MATICH 

HON. JERRY LEWIS 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, MayS, 1992 

Mr. LEWIS of California. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to bring to your attention today the 
fine work and outstanding public service of my 
good friend, Martin Matich of San Bernardino, 
CA. Martin, president of the Matich Corp., a 
major Inland Empire construction firm, will be 
recognized on May 8 for his outstanding lead
ership in the business community as the recip
ient of the Arrowhead Distinguished Chief Ex
ecutive Officer Lecture Series Award. The 
award is bestowed annually at California State 
University, San Bernardino. 

Martin has run the family-owned business 
first founded by his father in 1918 for 40 
years. Headquartered in Colton, the Matich 
Corp. is one of the oldest family operations in 
the State and has made tremendous contribu
tions to the development of highways, air
fields, dams, and flood control projects in the 
western portion of the United States. Among 
other projects, Matich's company has con
structed flood control projects in southern Cali-

. fornia, the sites for the Titan missiles at Van
denberg Air Force Base, and emergency fire 
mobilization efforts for the Los Angeles and 
San Bernardino national forests. 

As a businessman and community leader, 
Martin Matich is among our finest. Among his 
priorities is providing jobs and boosting the 
southern California economy. As president of 
the highly successful Matich Corp., he oper
ates a $60 million company while employing 
up to 600 people at any given time. 
· Since 1984, Martin has served as a guber
natorial appointee to the Advisory Council on 
Economic Development for the State of Cali
fornia. He is also a third-terrri appointee and 
the present chairman of the California State 
Water Commission. Through his work, Martin 
has devoted a great amount of time and en
ergy to economic development at the local, 
State, and national levels. I especially want to 
note the important work he has been doing as 
a member of the private advisory council for 
the redevelopment of Norton Air Force Base 
and the Inland Empire Economic Council of 
San Bernardino. 

Martin is also very active in local community 
organizations serving on the board of directors 
of the San Bernardine Medical Center, the 
board of governors of the National Orange 
Show, and the advisory board of the Security 
Pacific National Bank. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask that you join me, Martin's 
wife, Evelyn, family and friends in recognizing 
the outstanding contributions of this fine man. 
His dedication to business, our community, 
and our State is certainly worthy of recognition 
by the House of Representatives. 
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TRIBUTE TO JIM FORDYCE 

HON. ROBERT E. ANDREWS 
OF NEW JERSEY 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, MayS, 1992 

Mr. ANDREWS of New Jersey. Mr. Speak
er, I want to take this opportunity to tell my 
colleagues about a very special person and 
long-time friend, Jim Fordyce. As a Gloucester 
City tavern owner and two-term president of 
the New Jersey Licensed Beverage Associa
tion, Jim has been an outstanding contributor 
to our community. 

Jim founded Gloucester City's chamber of 
commerce and served as the original presi
dent. He has been an NJLBA member for two 
decades, and an officer for 16 years. He re
cently decided to retire as president, leaving 
behind a legacy of service. 

Jim is known for his strong and continued 
support for video lottery regulation and alcohol 
management. His own efforts to reduce alco
hol-related accidents through research and 
education include encouraging more than 
50,000 New Jersey and 500,000 national bev
erage servers and barkeepers to take a 
course in techniques in alcohol management. 
As owner of the Highland Tavern, he has 
sponsored an annual golf tournament for 20 
years, which benefits the retarded citizens of 
Camden County. These efforts constitute only 
a small portion of Jim's contribution to our 
community. 

I hope that Jim will enjoy his retirement. I 
would like to assure him on behalf of his many 
friends and colleagues in New Jersey that his 
accomplishments have not gone unnoticed, 
and will not be forgotten. 

THE PEOPLE AND THE CONGRESS 
WANT CLEAN AIR 

HON. GERALD B.H. SOLOMON 
OF NEW YORK 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, MayS, 1992 

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, today I am in
troducing a concurrent resolution expressing 
the disapproval of the Congress with respect 
to the EPA's intent to promulgate a rule under 
the Clean Air Act that would allow automobile 
emissions testing only at a centralized testing 
facility that provides that one service. 

It is impractical to think that there are only 
two ways for areas to comply with the emis
sions provisions of the Clean Air Act. I strong
ly feel that emissions testing can take place 
through a variety of ways and still provide the 
quality necessary to comply with the act. Sim
ply put, I believe the States should be allowed 
to determine how they will come into compli
ance with the provisions and the EPA should 
monitor the results, just as the Congress in
tended. 

If the EPA is allowed to implement emis
sions testing through only the very limited ar
rangements they have suggested, hundreds of 
gas stations and car inspection stations will be 
put out of business. As a direct result people 
will lose jobs and local economies will be hurt. 
Not to mention the inconvenience it will cause 
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many citizens who want to reduce air pollu
tion, but will have to drive heaven knows 
where to accomplish this. 

Also, contrary to the EPA, emissions testing 
is not a complex scientific field that requires a 
high level of training and expertise. So who 
says a facility that provides emissions testing, 
can't provide other automotive services as 
well? 

Mr. Speaker, the people and the Congress 
want clean air and I have no doubt that the 
States are capable of complying with the 
Clean Air Act amendments. So, I would urge 
my fellow colleagues to support this important 
resolution. 

ON THE OCCASION OF . BISHOP 
PATRICK ZIEMANN'S 25TH ANNI
VERSARY AS AN ORDAINED 
PRIEST IN THE ROMAN CATHO
LIC CHURCH 

HON. ROBERT J. LAGOMARSINO 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, MayS , 1992 

Mr. LAGOMARSINO. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to pay tribute to Bishop Patrick 
Ziemann, auxiliary bishop for the Santa Bar
bara Pastoral Region of the Roman Catholic 
Archdiocese of Los Angeles, on the occasion 
of his 25th anniversary as an ordained priest. 

· In the 25 years that Bishop Ziemann has 
served the priesthood, Church and Girls High 
School in Huntington Park, CA; at Mater Dei 
High School in Santa Ana, CA; at our Lady 
Queen of the Angels Seminary in Mission 
Hills, CA, as dean of studies and vice rector; 
and as bishop of the Santa Barbara Patoral 
Region of the Archdiocese of Los Angeles 
since 1987. 

Throughout his career, Bishop Ziemann has 
devoted his time and energies not only to the 
significant work of the church, but also to the 
education of our country's youth. As charter 
secretary to the Los Angeles Priests' Council, 
secretary to the Archdiocesan Placement 
Board, secretary to the Archdiocesan Youth 
Commission and retreat leader for numerous 
groups of students, clergy, and lay persons, 
he has assumed a responsible role in the 
church that has stood as a model of leader
ship for youths and adults alike. 

As the Representative for Santa Barbara 
County in the House of Representatives, it has 
been my distinct privilege to have known and 
worked with Bishop Patrick Ziemann. He is an 
outstanding leader and asset in our commu
nity, a good friend of mine, and is to be com
mended on the anniversary of his 25 years of 
service as a priest in the Roman Catholic 
Church. It is my pleasure to join the citizens 
of Greater Santa Barbara County in wishing 
him continued happiness and success. 
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IN HONOR OF PAUL MORENO'S 

SERVICE OF 25 YEARS IN THE 
TEXAS LEGISLATURE 

HON. RONALD D. COLEMAN 
OF TEXAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, MayS, 1992 

Mr. COLEMAN of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to pay tribute to State representative 
Paul Moreno, who is celebrating his 25th year 
of legislative service to the residents of west 
Texas. It takes a special kind of people to sur
vive the grind of the State House for that 
many years, and, by reaching this pinnacle, 
Paul has exhibited his strength and persever
ance to make a difference to those who elect
ed him to the Texas Legislature. 

Representative Moreno's political aspirations 
began in his youth, at 16 he became president 
of the Tepeyac Youth Club and the next year 
he became president of the affiliated Catholic 
Youth Clubs in El Paso. 

He received his law degree from the Univer
sity of Texas School of Law, and was first 
elected to the Texas Legislature in 1967. He 
is now in hfs 13th term as representative for 
District 72 in El Paso. 

During his 25 years as a representative, Mr. 
Moreno has been an advocate for the rights of 
the handicapped and disabled, coauthoring 
the first Texas statute dealing with architec
tural barriers and the white cane law, founder 
of the Hispanic Committee Against Police Bru
tality, a founder of the International Hispanic 
committee, a former member of the Chicano 
National Ad Hoc committee for Foundation 
Fund Procurement and the Mexican American 
Legal Defense and Education Fund 
[MALDEF]. Because of his work in support of 
the handicapped, disabled, and 
disenfranchised, he received the PUSH
EXCEL National Award for excellence and 
achieving the best against all odds. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues to join 
me, and the residents of the 16th Congres
sional District of Texas, in honoring this impor
tant public servant. These honors are de
served to this friend-a great Texan, Demo
crat, and most importantly, a great American 
who makes a difference everyday he serves 
the community. 

TRIBUTE TO EDGAR A. IMHOFF 

HON. VIC FAZIO 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, MayS, 1992 

Mr. FAZIO. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to rec
ognize my constituent, Edgar A. Imhoff, as he 
receives the Distinguished Service Award from 
the Secretary of the Interior. 

The Distinguished Service Award is the 
highest honorary recognition an employee can 
receive in the· Department of the Interior. It is 
granted for an outstanding contribution to 
science, outstanding skill or ability in the per
formance of duty, outstanding contributions 
made during an eminent career in the Depart
ment, or any other exceptional contribution to 
public service. 

Mr. Imhoff is being honored today for his ex
ceptional contributions to the Geological Sur
vey in the field of water resources manage
ment. As manager of the San Joaquin Valley 
Drainage Program, he molded the diverse 
project staff into a highly efficient technical 
team and balanced competing agricultural and 
environmental interests, resulting in a land
mark regional management plan developed for 
controlling the problems of toxic substances in 
agricultural drainage in the San Joaquin Val
ley. 

This award comes at the end of a long and 
distinguished career. After many years of ex
perience in resource management, he joined 
the Department of the Interior in 197 4 as a 
senior planner in the Geological Survey's Re
source and Land Investigation Program. He 
was principally involved with assisting State 
and local governments in planning for the im
pact of increased development of coal re
sources in the West. 

In 1978, he became regional director for the 
office of surface mining in Indiana, where he 
directed the implementation of mine reclama
tion law in the Midwest. Mr. Imhoff returned to 
the Geological Survey in 1982 as chief of the 
office of water data coordination and was rec
ognized in 1984 for his outstanding contribu
tions to coordination of Federal and non-Fed
eral water resources data collections and plan
ning. Finally, in 1986, he was selected as 
manager of the strategically important San 
Joaquin Valley Drainage Program, a coopera
tive effort by the Department of the Interior 
and the State of California to investigate envi
ronmental problems caused by irrigation drain
age in the San Joaquin Valley and to develop 
and execute an interagency action plan that 
would produce a long-term resolution to the 
problems. The efforts of Mr. Imhoff were rec
ognized and he was granted the Meritorious 
Service Award in 1988. 

Mr. Speaker, I am honored to have the orr 
portunity to recognize the achievements of Mr. 
Imhoff, and I know my colleagues join me 
today in thanking him for his outstanding serv
ice to the Department of the Interior and the 
Nation. 

TRIBUTE TO BILL WHITE 

HON. ROBERT T. MATSUI 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, MayS, 1992 

Mr. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
salute the many achievements of an outstand
ing State administrator, educator, and Sac
ramento citizen, Mr. Bill White. Mr. White is re
tiring after 37 years of service with the State 
of California, the last 30 of which have been 
with the California Department of Justice. It is 
a special honor to pay tribute to such an out
standing administrator who has endeavored to 
become a shining example of community in
volvement in the Sacramento area. 

Bill White has distinguished himself since 
his first appointment as an administrative as
sistant to the California Attorney General in 
1961 . He became the manager of the Sac
ramento Law Office, established the San 
Diego Office and then became the first state-

wide administrator for the attorney general's 
offices. He has participated in the budgeting, 
training, and policy aspects of the Department 
of Justice, as well as advising several Attor
neys General on legislation, awards programs, 
and affirmative action. 

In 1990, Bill White was awarded the Attor
ney General's Award of Excellence in a sur
prise ceremony recognizing his successful ef
forts to develop employee training, welfare, 
and wellness programs. Mr. White will be retir
ing from his most recent position as the direc
tor of human resources development and in
ternal management consultant. 

Mr. White has also served on many commu
nity and charitable committees and task 
forces, most notably as the former chairman of 
the Sacramento Human Rights/Fair Housing 
Commission and the Sacramento Employment 
and Training Advisory Council. He is currently 
on the board of directors of the Sacramento 
Area United Way and is president of the Sac
ramento City Civil Service Board. 

In addition to these community and profes
sional endeavors, Bill White has spent the last 
1 0 years sharing his wisdom and experience 
with students as a professor of business and 
public administration at the University of San 
Francisco, Chapman College, Sacramento 
City College, and the Department of Justice 
Advanced Training Center. It is in this effort 
that he will continue to contribute his energy, 
skills, and most importantly, his passion for 
improving people by allowing them to improve 
themselves. 

Mr. Speaker, it is with the greatest pride and 
enthusiasm that I speak on behalf of Mr. Bill 
White. His contributions to the citizens of Sac
ramento and the State of California, which 
have spanned four decades have truly been 
an inspiration to others in public service, and 
will not soon be forgotten. I ask my colleagues 
to join me now in congratulating him and wish
ing him continued success and happiness in 
his retirement. 

GLENCLIFF HIGH SCHOOL SCORES 
HIGH IN NATIONAL COMPETITION 

HON. BOB CLEMENT 
OF TENNESSEE 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, MayS, 1992 

Mr. CLEMENT. Mr. Speaker, I want to take 
this opportunity to commend the students and 
teachers of Glencliff High School in Nashville, 
TN, who participated in the National Bicenten
nial Competition on the Constitution and Bill of 
Rights. This competition took place last week 
in Washington, DC, and I'm proud to say that 
the students from Glencliff High represented 
the people of Tennessee with excellence. 

These students have worked very hard and 
spent many hours of intensive study on the 
Constitution and the Bill of Rights in order to 
achieve their goal of representing the State of 
Tennessee in the national finals in Washing
ton. And I'm proud to say that not only did 
they compete, but they competed well. The re
sults have shown that the Glencliff students 
are able not only to compete well on a state
wide level but also very difficult to . beat on a 
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national level. I am proud that all T ennesse
ans were represented by these fine young 
people. 

Mr. Speaker, on behalf of the people of the 
Fifth Congressional District of Tennessee, and 
all Tennesseans, I salute all of the members 
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of the Glencliff team-Cynthia Beard, Krista them sacrificed a great deal of their own per
Kingston, Laura Lidyard, Kimberly Meeks, sonal time to achieve the goal of representing 
Amber Noga, Moty Phandanouvong, Christy their school, their State, and indeed their Na
Prince, Carrie Pyle, Amanda Reed, Gabriel tion. 1 congratulate each and every one of 
Sanchez, Sean Viryasiri, and Denise Williams, them. 
as well as their teacher, Jeff Hudgins. All of 
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